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CHAPTER NINE 
The Path of the Principles (tattvadhvan) 
His glorious power (vibhava) the division of the manifestation of the 
sequence of realities (tattva), his ornament a snake, he effects the coming to 


pass of the victory of (His) devotees, (Lord Siva), who brings victory, triumphs. 


He now promises with the second half (of the verse begun at the end of 
the previous chapter) to explain the division of the realities (tattva): 


ary TATÀ faueua: Heard Gummi 


atha tattvapravibhago vistaratah kathyate kramapraptah W 1 |i 


Now its turn has come, the division of the principles (fattva)' will be 
explained at length. (1) 


' The word *tattva' is a neuter noun which is derived from the pronoun ‘tat’, meaning 
‘that’, to which is added the suffix *-tva’, that corresponds to the suffix *-ness' added at 
the end of some abstract nouns in English. Thus, rattva literally means *that-ness'. The 
Monier-Williams dictionary translates the word in a broad general sense as ‘a true or 
real state, truth, reality; an element or elementary property, the essence or substance of 
anything’. This translation is derived from the definition given to the term by the 
empiricist, realist Nyaya school. We read in the introduction of the Nyayabhásya: ‘what 
then is fattva? (It is) the true state of being of what exists, and the absence of a true state 
of being of what does not exist. Accepting the true existence of what truly exists just as 
it is, is tattva, it is not false (aviparita — lit. ‘not reversed’).” 

According to Somadeva (2004: 191-2): ‘Abhinava understands a tattva to be 
similar to the common property (sāmānya) present in all members of a superset 
(mahajati). It is that which by virtue of its reality enables conscious agents to subsume 
the categories within it. As he says in the IPv 3/1/2 p. 192: ‘that which is the cause for 
the (conscious subject's) collectivisation of distinct groups, (which) appears as one, 
undivided, that is (defined as) tatrva. As for example the Earth and Water (respectively, 
in the case of) mountains, trees, cities etc., and rivers, ponds and oceans’ (trans. 
Somadeva). Also, IPvv 3/1/2 p. 264: ‘This is what is being said: here (according to us), 
something's (common) nature (bhava) is a tattva. It is said to be the universal 
(sámànya) which is the reason for the grouping together of particular entities belonging 
to (particular) categories. (For example) (the class to which) clay, stones, wood, bones, 
flesh and the like (belong) is Earth, and Water that of rivers, wells, lakes, oceans and the 
like." 

From that perspective, a tattva is the cause of the single idea which groups 
together individuals. In another, more technical sense, it denotes a layer, level, or aspect 
of reality. This way of perceiving reality was first formulated in the Sarhkhya school 
and its precursors. According to its classic formulation as found in the Sarkhyakárikà, 
there are twenty-five tattvas. One is Purusa, the individual soul, made of pure 
consciousness. The remaining twenty-four are manifestations of Prakrti, which literally 
means Nature. Although aspects of it are sensory and mental (and so cannot be said to 
be simply ‘matter’), it is the insentient content of the sphere of objectivity which is 
viewed by Purusa, and the means through which he does so. These twenty-four, ranging 
from gross to subtle, are as follows. 1-5) the five gross elements; 6-10) the five types of 
sensations; 11-20) the five senses and the five organs of action; 21-23) mind, ego and 
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(The nature of the reality principles will be explained) ‘at length’ 
because it is established (to be) as it truly is, having first refuted the (mistaken) 
obstinate assertions (samáropa) conceived by others. 


What are Tattvas? 
apa pag fafast 
Site 


wey wr wem 
ùa: oum: fra: | 


yàny uktàni purany amüni )vividhair 


intellect, and 24) Nature in its original, unmanifest, causal state. This perception of 
reality is so fundamental that it is common in some form to all the Saiva, Vaisnava and 
Sakta religious traditions. 

In this chapter, Abhinavagupta expounds the version taught in the Saivagamas, 
which adds another eleven reality levels, or as translated here, (metaphysical or reality) 
principles, ending with Sivatattva, above these twenty-five. We shall see that his 
account is largely drawn from dualist Siddhanta sources. Indeed, it is the very backbone 
of Siddhanta theology and metaphysics. As such, accounts of the faftvas are a regular, 
basic feature of the vidyapada of the Siddhantas. Thus, many details and additions are 
made by the Siddhantas first, and then thoroughly systematized by their early 
commentators, beginning with Sadyojyotis and Brhaspati. In the post-scriptural Saiva 
Siddhanta of the commentators, a consensus was reached that there were altogether 
thirty-six principles. This was done by adding the five — Siva to Suddha Vidya — as the 
pure universe (Suddhüdhvan) above primal matter; so too Maya, and then the following, 
with which the Impure universe of thirty-one tattvas begins. These are the reality 
principles that serve to account for the capacity of the individual soul to know and act, 
and the attendant circumstances. These are the power the soul possesses for limited 
action (kald) and knowledge (vidya), the attachment (raga) that instigates them, the time 
(kala) in which it takes place, and the necessity (niyati) of Karmic consequences that 
model the content of the soul' s experience. 

Drawing from these great Siddhantins’ works and the Agamas themselves, 
Abhinava takes care to cover the ‘essence’, and so to the details of the full range of 
doctrines associated with the rartva system, which we shall examine as we go along. 
Moreover, apart from the nondualist, phenomenological exegesis, drawn from the 
Pratyabhijiia, of the higher so-called Pure Principles (suddhatattva), Abhinava adds two 
more principles above these thirty-six, which are distinctive of his Trika system; 
namely, Bhairava or Supreme Siva, and the (feminine) Inexplicable (Anakhya) Kali, 
beyond. 

Goodall (1998: intro. li ff) makes the following interesting general 
observations. "The Saiva Siddhanta appears to have inherited its dualist ontology from 
Sarnkhya thinkers (or from some the same source that the Sárkhya thinkers inherited 
it). ... The Tantras of the Saiva Siddhanta modified this structure in two ways: they 
added principles to the top, demonstrating that the Sankhyas had correctly grasped the 
nature of only the inferior levels of the universe, and they attempted to place worlds 
inherited from older Saiva scriptures on the levels of these various principles (tattva). 
The latter change meant that tatrva in some contexts approximates to a ‘reality level’ of 
the universe, in which various worlds are placed, rather than a constitutive ‘principle’ of 
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bhedair yad esv anvitam 
rüpam bhati param prakaSanividam 
devah sa ekah Sivah | 


The supreme (universal) nature (rüpa) that is permeated without a 
break (nivida) by the Light (of consciousness) shines within (the worlds) we 
have discussed with their many varieties. Associated (anvita) (and inherent 
within) them (as their common nature), it is Deity, who is Siva, the one 
(reality). (2ab) 


According to the Supreme Lord's philosophy, what is called ‘tattva’ is 
the one ‘(universal) nature’ (rapa) that invariably pervades (anugàümin)' the 
world-orders and the rest in every circumstance (anekatra). Moreover, (the one 
universal nature) is of many kinds, as Earth and the rest (of the zattvas). Thus, 
the (fundamental state of) being (bhava) of the Earth and the rest (of the reality 
levels) is said to be a tattva, for the sake of instruction in this way. Again, that is 
the supreme reality (tattva), which is the one dense (uninterrupted) Light (of 
consciousness) that shines universally, pervading (anuyáyin) the world-orders of 
many kinds described previously. (This must be so,) because (their) manifest 
state. (prakasamünatd) could not be explained otherwise. It shines by 
encompassing the entire universe, and so is the one Siva, who is called the 
thirty-sixth principle. This is the meaning. This expansion (of manifestation 
progressively through all the reality-levels) (sphüra) that makes this universe 
manifest is that of (Siva) alone. As they say: "This Sakti, consisting of the 
thirty-five principles, is said to be that of Lord Siva Himself. Thus it deploys 


the universe. Again, the Saiva Siddhantas differ widely in their allocations of worlds to 
principles, and in some cases, . . . no allocation is made at all." 

The division of reality into sattvas is not simply for philosophical reasons. Nor 
is it just a support for meditative practice. The Agamas are primarily concerned with 
ritual. Their function is also to be understood in this, probably its original, context. The 
structure of the cosmos and the metaphysical principles into which it is ordered can 
affect the mode of initiation, because the soul's stockpile of actions must be purified 
through initiation in all the worlds and in all the principles in which these stored actions 
bear fruit. 

? Read vividhair for vividhai and padesv anvitam for yad esv anvitam. 

? See below, note 9,13. 

* The term anugdmin and anuyayin denote a generic property or class (jàti) (cf. below, 
9/2) which is understood to pervade all the individual entities that belong to that class. 
In this perspective, a tattva, as a metaphysical category, is the generic form of the 
entities, which may be more or less sentient, that belong to that category, which 
produces and hence pervades them as their common cause. Thus, for example, 
everything that is made of Earth is pervaded by the Earth principle — tattva as its generic 
form and cause. There are thirty-six such generic forms. The thirty-sixth reality 
principle is transcendental Siva. Above that is Supreme Siva, Who is all of them 
together, and yet beyond them as their *supreme form'. 

* This line is also quoted below in TĀv ad 9/312 and ad 11/28. The unfolding expansion 
of the Siva principle as all the metaphysical principles is His power — Sakti. Thus, Siva 
abides perpetually beyond it as its source, whereas His Sakti is immanent as all of the 
reality principles. Thus, the former is said to be ‘beyond the universe" (visvortirna), 
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(tanoti) everything, and so is ‘tat’ — that — ‘supreme (universal) nature’, and 
its (state of) being is ‘tattva’ — *thatness'. This is the meaning.* 

Surely (one may ask), if this universe has as its one ultimate reality the 
Light (of consciousness) in this way, that is not the separate being (satta) of (an 
individual) principle; and so what could the terms Earth and the rest (denoting 
each tattva) be (referring to)? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


aed feni: mmm gos od 


tatsvátantryarasát punah sivapadad 
bhede vibhate ‘param 

yad riiparn bahudhanugami tad idam 
tattvam vibhoh Sasane || 2 Il 


Again, when diversity manifests out of Siva’s abode by the aesthetic 
delight (rasa) of His (inherent) freedom, the other (apara) (immanent) 
nature that inheres in (and pervades) (anugamin) in many ways 
(particulars, of which it is their common nature,) is this principle of 
existence (tattva)’ (mentioned) in the all-pervasive Lord's teaching. (2cd) 


whereas the latter is said to consist of it (visvamaya). Supreme Siva is beyond the Siva 
principle. As the source of both, He is the transcendent Siva principle and the immanent 
principle of Sakti. E 

5 Jayaratha understands that by Siva here is meant the thirty-sixth principle. As the Light 
of consciousne: iva is the necessary condition for the manifestation (‘shining’) of all 
things, and yet is none of them. Siva is the underlying nature of all the principles, and 
though by making them manifest in various ways as Earth and the rest of the principles, 
with all the worlds they contain, he never wavers from His innate, transcendent, 
unmanifest nature. He encompasses the entire universe in His Being because He is the 
Great Light by virtue of which all things are made manifest. Nothing can manifest apart 
from Him because everything is the unfolding expansion of His own nature. Thus, this 
universe itself is the one Light, the Supreme Reality which unfolds as Siva’s power, that 
forms itself into all the levels of reality below Him. As such it is the one category or 
generic form — tattva — which is common to all the tartvas, and hence all that exists. 
7 In other words, if there is only one universal nature of all things, the rartvas cannot 
have a separate existence of their own, although there is a subtle relative distinction 
(bheda) between them, rather than complete difference. 

* See above, note 9,4. Read (a)param for param. 

? The previous verse was concerned with the ‘supreme’, i.e. transcendental ‘form’ that 
pervades every thing as their one universal, generic nature — tattva. This one is 
concerned with the ‘other’ or lower immanent ‘form’, which is fundamentally the same 
as the ‘supreme’ one, that manifests when relative distinctions arise within the one Light 
of consciousness, generated by its own power. This ‘form’ manifests as the generic 
thirty-five categories — fattva, to which its countless manifestations belong. 
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Again, ‘when’ by virtue of Siva's own (creative) freedom, diversity 
pours forth out of Siva's abode, that is, from the thirty-sixth principle, which is 
such, ‘the other ((immanent) nature)’, that is, the other (immanent) reality,'° 
(that extends) from Earth to the end, manifests as the pervasive generic 
(anugamin) principles (tattva) from Earth onwards with their countless 
(particular) kinds (prakdra). That is said to be the Earth rattva and the rest (of 
them). 

He establishes that by reasoned argument (in the following verse). 


Tae ACARI TT |d 
JARRETT | 3 o 


tatháhi kālasadanād virabhadrapurantagam | 
dhrtikathinyagarimadyavabhàsad dharatmata | 3 |l 


In this way, (for example, the reality principle that extends) from 
the abode of Kalagni up to the world of Virabhadra" is Earth, because the 
power to sustain (dhrti) (physical objects), solidity (kathinya), and weight 
(garima) etc. manifest (in the worlds and things belonging to this tattva). ^ 
(3) 


'° Read aparam anyartham for param atyartharn. 

!! The word ‘tattva’ has the broad sense of ‘reality’ as such, which in this context is the 
supreme ‘form’, which is Siva. It also denotes each of the specific thirty-six categories 
of existence, that is, the rattvas, each of which is a universal, pervading the contents of 
each category. Cf. IPv ad 3/1/2: 


iha tasya bhavastattvam, — iti bhinnānāńh varganam — vargikarananimittari 
yadekamavibhaktam bhāti tattattvam | yathà  girivrksapuraprabhytinarh | nadi- 
sarahsaágarüdinàr ca prthivi-rüpatvamabrüpatvarh ceti | 


‘From this, it follows that here ‘tartva’ (the essential nature of that) means one 
that shines undivided in the various groups of things with distinctive features, and so 
serves as the cause to justify their being represented as belonging to one class. For 
example, mountain, tree and city all are, in their essential characteristic, earth; and so 
are river, lake, sea, and water’. 

" See above, 8/436cd-440ab. There the Earth principle extends for the expanse of the 
sphere of the energy of Cessation (nivrttikala). According to the MV, it contains 16 
worlds, from Kalagni to Virabhadra. See below, 11/51cd-54ab (51-53), that are a 
summary of MV 2/50cd-57. 

"Summing up, Abhinava explains in his Tantrasüra: ‘Whatever has been taught 
concerning the worlds, which are the glorious majesty (of Lord Siva) (vibhava) that 
encompasses the endless variety of experiencing subjects and (their) objects, is pervaded 
there by the Great Light, which is like a great universal (common to all of them), the 
nature of which is Supreme Siva. Whereas, the form (of the Light) which is associated 
with a certain (subtle) degree of relative distinction (bheda) is a reality principle (tattva). 
Just as (the reality principle) called Earth (for example), which has the power to sustain 
(dhrti) (physical objects), (possesses) solidity (kathinya) and is gross, pervades all the 
Egg of Brahmi, that is presided over by the Lords of the worlds, beginning with Kalagni 
and ending with Virabhadra.' TSā p. 70 
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In order to establish (what is meant by the) pervasion (of a generic 
reality principle — tattva — in its particulars), it is indicated (by way of an 
example, with the words) ‘in this way’. The power to sustain (physical objects) 
and the rest (mentioned in this verse) are the qualities of Earth. Moreover, 
because they are not separate from it, the Earth (principle) is grasped (grahana) 
(to be the nature of an entity that belongs to that category) by grasping 
(grahana) them (as the qualities of Earth). This is said with the words ‘(the 
nature of these worlds is) Earth, because the power to sustain and the rest are 
manifest (there).' Thus, (in the same way, generic) ‘cow-ness’ (is known to) 
pervade, for example, (the wild cow) that has a hump and no horns, because it 
possesses (a cow's characteristic) dewlap etc. In the same way, ‘earthen-ness’ 
(is known to pervade) the world-order (called) Kalagni and the like, because 
they possess the power to sustain (diti) and the rest (of the qualities of Earth). 

He (now) applies the same elsewhere (to other cases) also. 


wd saag red regem | 


evar jalàditattvesu vacyam yavat sadasive | 


" It is possible to perceive the qualities of an entity, but not the entity that possesses 
them. We perceive a round flat-bottomed, hollow object, and register it in our minds as 
being a jar. We do not see the jar-as-such, only the roundness, hollowness, clay-ness 
etc., which are its constitutive qualities. Buddhists maintain that we cannot perceive the 
jar-as-such, because it does not exist. They maintain, with various implicit 
consequences, according to the particular school to which they belong, that there is 
nothing underlying and beyond what can be perceived. The view here is that, 
necessarily implicit in the perception of qualities is the existence of an entity that 
possesses them. When the perceived qualities are understood — ‘grasped’ — to be those 
of that entity, it too is ‘grasped’. The same holds good for universals, the existence of 
which, for the same reasons, is denied by Buddhists. We have seen that the rattvas are 
categories to which entities of that type (jazi) belong. One of the most striking features 
of the Indian way of perceiving the world, which we can observe from the earliest times, 
is the need to classify the universe. The fattva system, in one or other of its many variant 
forms, is undoubtably the most successful Hindu system of classification. The following 
chapter is concerned with the Saiva form of this system of classification, sorting out the 
the Saiva Agamas and their interpretation in order to establish the exact 
it is accepted by Anuttara Trika Saivites. Here the question is not what 
these categories are. The concern here is with their ontological status. Do they exist, or 
are they just convenient conceptualizations? The question fits into the broader context of 
whether universals exist, or indeed, substances independent of their qualities. The 
answer given here is that, although the zattva — for example, the universal ‘Earth’ — is 
not directly perceptible, its existence can be ‘grasped’ by observing the presence of its 
corresponding qualities in a given object, or as in this case, a whole world-order. This 
‘grasping’ is a sort of contemplation of the fatrva as an underlying reality, essentially 
one with consciousness, which is the universal of all universals, and their corresponding 
particulars as their one essential reality. In other words, by shifting attention from the 
particular — the individual jar — to the universals — ‘jar-ness’ > ‘Earth principle’ > 
consciousness, we come to ‘grasp’ them one by one in this chain, until we reach 
fundamental consciousness, the one supreme ‘form’ of all of them. Thus, we come to 
discover Deity, the one reality — tattva — and come to discover that that is our own true 
fundamental nature also. 
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The same can be said (in a corresponding manner about all the 
reality principles that extend) from Water up to Sadāśiva." (4ab) 


Just as ‘earthen-ness’ is in every case (known to be) concomitant (with 
entities that are made of Earth), because they possess the power to sustain and 
the rest (of its qualities), in the same way, *water-ness' and the like (are known 
to be) concomitant (with entities of that nature), because they possess (the 
qualities of) fluidity, and (in the case of fire,) luminosity, and so on, which 
establish that that is so. 

Surely (one may ask), the same is the case in many respects (anekatra) 
with regards to (any) physical object (pinda) and the like, because they (too) are 
associated (and pervaded by a universal according to their) state of being (as 
they are) (tathátva), and so should not the body, the world-orders and the like, 
also be included amongst the rattvas?'^ With this doubt in mind, he says: 


waforarisa wp wefu rug x 
STEP WAR TAGs: | 
wed aT: Yetta RATTA: ouo 
Sent YA up Wasa WaT d 


svasmin kārye ‘tha dharmaughe yad vapi svasadrggane | 4 Il 
aste samanyakalpena tananad vyaptrbhavatah | 

tat tattvarn kramasah prthvipradhanam pumsivadayah V 5 Il 
dehanam bhuvananam ca na prasangas tato bhavet | 


A (metaphysical) principle (is called a tattva) because it extends 
(tananat) by virtue of its pervasive state of being, like a universal 
(samanya), 1) throughout its own effect, 2) the multitude of properties 
(dharmaugha)," or else also 3) (throughout) the group (of perceivers) 


55 The worlds ranging from Kalagni to Virabhadra are perceived to belong to the Earth 
principle, because they possess its distinctive attributes. Similarly, all fluid worlds (and 
objects) belong to the principle of Water, as do those that shine to that of Fire, and so 
on. 

'* The limbs of a body are pervaded by the universal ‘embodied-ness’, as all that is 
earthen is pervaded by the tartva Earth. Similarly, the things that exist in a world-order 
are all associated and pervaded by the universal of their common belonging to it. All the 
beings who live in the world of Virabhadra possess the same universal qualities that 
distinguishes them from beings belonging to another world that do not. Moreover, both 
the physical body and world-order encompass within themselves countless particulars 
that owe their existence and identity to them. We have seen that this is how a fattva is 
defined. Bodies and world-orders possess other features in common with tattvas, so why 
are they not considered to be tattvas also? Abhinava tacitly accepts that this objection is 
sound, and so, instead of offering arguments against it, he simply lists in brief the 
entities that are considered to be sattvas. 

" See above, 8/253cd-260. 
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similar to oneself. These are, in due order, (those that range from) Earth 
to Nature (in the first two cases), the individual soul and Siva etc. (in the 
last one). (Defined in this way, the application of this term) does not extend 
inappropriately to either bodies or the worlds (neither of which are tattvas). 
(4cd-6ab) 


(The expression) ‘or else also’, which implies an option, should be 
considered to be out of the serial (prose) order. Thus, the syntax should be: *or 
else 3) (throughout) the group (of the perceivers) similar to itself also’. The 
(generic) nature of 'earthen-ness' and the like, present (in its corresponding 
particulars) as that which is generically associated with them (anugamitayà), 
that ‘extends’, that is, pervades, its own products, is said to be a "tattva". These 
are ‘in due order’, that is, serial order, ‘(those that range from) Earth to 
Nature, the individual soul and Siva ete.’ (It is present) in this way 
‘throughout its own effect’, (as is Earth) in the jar, potsherds and the like. (So 
too, Nature in the) ‘properties’, that is, the qualities (guna) of sattva and the 
rest, that are a ‘multitude’ because they are (very) many as (they combine with 
one another) by predominating over each other (in varying degrees), and in 
other such modalities. Or else, (a principle also extends) everywhere here in 
‘the group (of perceivers) similar to itself," that is, in the category of 
contracted perceivers, whose one true nature is the Light (of consciousness). 

Thus, ‘(defined in this way, the application of this term) does not 
extend inappropriately to either bodies or the worlds’ and the like. The 
embodied state and the like cannot become generically associated (as a 
universal) with its own product, such as movement and the like (in the first 
case), or the particular worldly experience (bhoga) and the like (in the second 
case). The word ‘ete.’ denotes a particular kind (prakára). Thus, this (argument 
also serves to prevent the contingency) that other tattvas, such as, for example, 
the ego, be (considered to be) generically associated (as a universal) with their 
products etc., as (in the case of this) example, the senses."' So others have said, 
in order to summarize this matter: 


"Those who know that say that a tattva is that which persists up to the 
Great Dissolution, and furnishes worldly experience to all living beings. Thus, 
(a tattva) is not body, jar or the like"? 


' Read svasadrggane for svasadrggune; cf. below, 9/54. According to Jayaratha, the 
passage from Matangatantra to which Abhinavagupta refers is 1/5/3-4. 

" The Sanskrit reads yad vàpi svasadrggane. Jayaratha is simply saying that the prose 
order should be understood to be svasadrggane ‘pi và. This difference simply in the 
order of the words cannot be adequately translated into Eng a language in which the 
sequential order of words is much less flexible than in Sanskrit. 

? Read svasadrggane for svasadrggune. 

*! The senses are considered to be a product of the ego, as they invariably operate in 
association with it (as, for example, seeing and hearing is invariably ‘I see’ and ‘I hear’), 
Even so, the ego is not related to them as is a universal to a particular, and so is not their 
tattva. 

?! This verse is so close to Tattvaprakása 73 that it may be a variant, or else its source is 
derived from it. It means the same, and reads: 
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Surely (one may ask), what is the authority for this kind of definition? 
With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Smeg» qe RAT g 


Srimanmatangasastradau tad uktam paramesinà || 6 |I 


This is what the Supreme Lord had said in the venerable 
Matangatantra and elsewhere. (6cd) 


That is explained in many ways in the vidyapada and elsewhere there 
(in the Matangatantra). How much can one write! Thus, for fear of making the 
book too long, he has only referred to (the Matangatantra without quoting from 
it directly). There, the same (is said): 


*1) A tattva is a real (vasturüpa) (entity), the nature of which is clearly 
distinct, by virtue of its own (specific) property (svadharmaprakatatmaka).” 2) 
A tattva is (considered to be) the manifest locus or support of an(other) entity 
(vastupada), as this is clearly taught in revealed scripture. 3) A tattva, in the 
series of tattvas, (never) loses its original function. 4) It is diffused (tata) in the 
world (of particulars) under its sway, or else (preventing that), that this may not 
be (done) by another (tattva).’* 


à pralayam yat tisthati sarvesam bhogadayi bhütànàm | 

tat tattvam iti proktam na Sariraghatadi tattvam atah | 

3 Cf. Matangavrtti vidyapada 5/3-4: . . . svadharmenütmà prakato yasya tad etad 
dharmirüparn tattvam iti ‘A tattva is that property-holder whose nature is (made) 
manifest by its intrinsic property’. 

* MPA vidydpada 5/3-4. The printed edition of this text reads tatah saktavasam jagat 
(‘thus the universe is under the sway of the empowered one’), instead of ratari 
catmavasam jagat (‘the universe (of particulars) under its sway is spread forth (tata) ). 
According to Ramakantha’s commentary, the first part of the Matargapáramesvara's 
definition indicates that although mala is said to be a real entity (paramarthika), it is 
included in the principle of the bound individual soul (pasutattva). It is not itself a 
tattva, as it does not have ‘a distinct property’ of its own, but rather is such in relation to 
the fettered soul. Furthermore, a tattva never loses its original function, whereas the 
factors that fetter the soul may be altered or eradicated. According to Ramakantha, this 
part of the definition serves to exclude the world-orders (bhuvana) etc. 

Finally, a tattva is diffused — tatam — in the particular world which is under its 
sway, but it is not pervaded by another rartva. Thus, the Matangaparamesvara 
understands a fattva very much as the Naiyayika or Mimarhsaka realist understands 
natural universals. However, no reason is given why their numbers should be limited. 
Abhinava bases his definition of rattva on the MPA. Utpaladeva understands the rattvas 
differently in his commentary on SDr 1/34. According to his didactic etymology 
(nirvacana), they are ‘thirty-six produced entities (karya) capable of expanding (tanana) 
into the differentiation of everything’ (visvaprapaficatananaksamam tattvariipam 
SattrirnSasamkhyam karyam). This implies that Utpaladeva there understood them to be 
creations of Siva that serve as the material causes for progressive evolution of the 
universe of phenomena (kdrya). Abhinava does not refer to this definition. He also does 
not mention the Sarvajüánortara's identification of the tattvas beginning with the 
tanmátras as the bonds (pasa) made of mala. The same etymology (tata) is provided but 
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Again, 

“What is the specific (svakam) nature of the multitude of particles (anu) 
of earth, scattered around on all sides, which is there (in that case) termed the 
tattva of Earth?” 


In response to this question, much is said, beginning with (the following 
verse): 

‘(All that is made of) earth possesses ‘earthen-ness’, due to which it is 
called (by that name). It is (never) destroyed, and differs from (other) tattvas, as 
well as the aggregates of particles (of earth). "^ 


Once having established this (matter) in this way, one needs to discuss 
the division of the rattvas, as related to one another as cause and effect. Thus he 
says: 

The Relationship Between Cause and Effect (karyakaranabhava)” 
ww waa ws aaa | 
arteromrat a: fsrresmdfenfewa. 1 di 


tatraisam darsyate drstah siddhayogisvarimate | 
karyakaranabhavo yah Sivecchaparikalpitah V 7 ll 


understood differently: the rartvas are imperceptible and pervasive throughout the 
world. 


tanmátradyàs tu ye tattvah susüksmáh sarvagah guha | 

te tu pasah para(h) proktah sahajah sarvajantusu V (Sarvajiidnottara 1/13) 

tatam etair jagat krtsnam pasas caite malatmakah | 

süksmagáh sarvagáh nityàh sahajah sarvajantusu | (Sarvajianottara IFP T no. 760 p. 
12) 


"These tattvas, namely the raw sensations (ranmátra) etc. that are very subtle 
and omnipresent, are said to be the supreme fetters, innate (sahaja) in all living beings. 
The entire universe is pervaded (tata) by them. These are the fetters, and their nature is 
Impurity (mala); present in (all that is) subtle, omnipresent, eternal, and innate (sahaja) 
in all living beings.’ See Somadeva (2004: 191 note 12) 

3 MPA yogapáda 4/2cd-3ab. The edition reads vikirnasya prthak prthak (‘scattered 
(here and there), each one separately’) for viprakirnasya sarvatah (‘scattered around on 
all sides"). 

% MPA yogapáda 4/3cd-4ab. Instead of yenāsāv upadisyate (‘due to which it is called 
(by that name)"), the edition (of the MPA) reads yenásau vyapadisyate, with practically 
the same meaning. Again, it reads tat tebhyo hyanusamghebhyo (‘that (differs from) 
these aggregates of particles (of earth)’) for tattvebhyo ‘py anusarighebhyo (*(it differs 
from (other)) tattvas as well of the aggregates of particles (of earth)’). 

?' This subject is discussed from verse 7 to 40ab. It is treated in essentially the same way 
in IP 2/4. 
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I will (now) expound their (view) there, observed in the 
Siddhayogiévarimata," concerning the relationship between cause and 
effect, conceived (parikalpita) by Siva's will.? (7) 


(In the Mdlinivijayottara we read:) 


""The Siddhayogisvaritantra you have uttered extending for ninety 
million verses? came forth originally in three divisions (bheda). O MaheSvara, 
you have explained the very extensive Path of Yoga in the Malinivijayatantra, 
consisting of thirty million (verses). Similarly," you once again uttered its 
summary in twelve thousand (verses). (But) that too is (so) extensive that it 
cannot be grasped by those with little intellect. Thus, O Supreme Lord, please, 
summarizing that (also), utter (a version) in brief that is beneficial to those of 
little intellect, and gives rise to every accomplishment (siddhi).” When the 
Goddess had said this, the lord of the universe, smiling, said: "O Goddess, 
listen, I will utter the Malinivijayottara, that belongs to the teachings (mata) of 
the Siddhayogisvari (Tantra). ? 


Again, (Abhinava) will say: 


‘Now that the true nature of the relationship between cause and effect 
has thus been established, we will explain the (progressive) formation of the 
causes (in the form of the series of metaphysical principles), as described in the 
Sripürvasastra (the Malinivijayottara). 


The object of inquiry as originally enunciated, and its exposition, have 
been indicated (with the words): ‘the relationship between cause and effect’. 

Surely (one may ask), the will does have a part to play here, (in the 
case) of clay and the (making of a) jar; however, it is that of a potter. However, 
in the case of, for example, a seed and (its) sprout, consciousness plays no part. 
So of what relevance (in this context) is the will, which is an intrinsic attribute 
of (consciousness)? So why has he said that ‘the relationship between cause 


?* We do not find any reference to this subject in the short recension of the SYM that has 
come down to us. Although Abhinava refers to the SYM as the source of the following 
reflections on the nature of cause and effect, the argumentation is certainly much more 
sophisticated than one would find in a scripture. Moreover, Jayaratha does not offer any 
relevant citations, which he usually does if he finds them. We may conclude that 
Abhinava’s presentation probably considerably extended what the SYM may have had 
to say about this matter (Tórzsók 1999: 223). 

? Abhinava discusses the relationship between cause and effect here, because the tattvas 
are considered to be linked to one another in a chain such that the immediate cause of a 
tattva is the one that precedes it. As this too is the effect of the one that precedes it, thus 
each tattva is indirectly the product of all the rattvas that precede it. Siva, the highest 
tattva, is thus the ultimate cause of all of them, even as they are all included within Him. 
The discussion continues up to line 48cd. 

? Read with the MV KSTS edition, navakotipravistaram for Satakotipravistaram. 

?' Read with the MV KSTS edition, dvadasabhis tatha for dvadasabhis tvata. 

? MV I/8cd-13. 

? Below, 9/48cd-49ab. 
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and effect is conceived (parikalpita) by Siva's will’? With this doubt in mind, 
he says: 


Supreme Siva the Agent of All Things 


aga: aiai FATA: R: fms 


vastutah sarvabhavanam karteśānah parah śivah | 


In reality, the Lord, Who is the Supreme Śiva, is the agent of all 
things." (Sab) 


One should carefully examine the existential status (sattáka) here (in 
daily life) of this special power (mahima), an insentient entity such as a seed, 
that is considered to be a cause, possesses. Does it continue to exist or not as the 
sprout, which is considered to be (its) effect? One cannot (simply say) because it 
differs from it, that ‘the sprout arises’ and has nothing to do with the seed. Or 
else (if one accepts) that that is so, it would entail that a jar (or anything else) 
possesses the same state (bhdva) (as a cause in relation to the sprout). Nor (can 
one say that) the sprout (is itself the cause), because at that time (in the prior 
causal state), it did not exist. Again, if (that) non-existence were to be the 
sprout, then its non-existence itself would be its ultimately real nature 
(paramartha). So how could it (ever) attain existence, which is contrary to its 
essential nature? Now, it is said that what is called ‘non-existence’ (asar) is not 
a reality (vastu) of any kind, (such) that ‘being’ could be contrary to it, because 
(‘existence’) is the foundation of both realities (vastu).*° It is just (the mistaken 
experience of) daily life (vyavahdara), that what does not exist has as its effect 
(something) existent. In actual fact, (what we call causality) amounts to just (the 
perception that) ‘when there is a seed, there is a sprout.’ So what, and by what, 
could this be contradicted? 


% The discussion that follows concerning the nature of cause and effect concludes (in 
9/40ab) as it begins here. Abhinava now set out to refute the Buddhist view of causality. 
This subject is treated in essentially the same way in the fourth chapter of the second 
section (kriyadhikdra) of the Isvarapratyabhijiakarika. But although this is to a large 
extent his source, Abhinava prefers to say that the nature of cause and effect to which he 
adheres is taught in the Siddhayogesvarimata. This is hardly literally possible. It is most 
likely that Jayaratha would have quoted a relevant passage. Moreover, given the nature 
of what we know of the SYM, it is not at all likely to have expounded such complex 
philosophical concepts and defended them at length. Nonetheless, Abhinava finds it 
implicit in its teachings. Even if there was some mention of it, is his intent to make it 
known that this subject is part of the original Trika teaching? 

35 Read bijasya na kirncit for bijasya kirncit. 

* According to this view, ‘non-existence’ exists in some sense. According to the 
empiricist Nyàya, there are four kinds of non-existence. 1) Mutual non-existence 
(anyonyabhdva) — a jar is not a cloth and vice versa. The existence of the jar coincides 
with the non-existence of the cloth. 2) Non-existence prior to the coming into existence 
of something (pragabhava). In this case, the sprout when the seed has not yet sprouted. 
3) Non-existence after an entity has ceased to exist (anantarbhava). 4) Total non- 
existence (atyantàbhava). 
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Surely (one may object) that in this way, (by accepting that) a sprout 
exists by virtue of the seed’s existence amounts to saying that in that case (the 
seed) must always be existent, or if not, that it never (exists). Thus, if it were to 
be always existent, it would never be possible (for the seed) to be other than it is 
(by becoming the sprout). (If the seed continues to exist), its being other than it 
is, is said to be nothing at all, and so what is the purpose (of this change)? Or if 
(the seed) were to be such (i.e. non-existent when the sprout is produced), what 
more could there be in its own nature, due to which (the seed) would arise as 
non-existent (asadvyavaharapatra) also (when the sprout is produced)? Nor can 
one say that the sprout’s existence depends on the seed, for all phenomena 
(existents) are established in their own specific nature alone, because it is 
illogical to maintain that the (specific) nature (svarüpa) (of something) depends 
on something else (for its existence). Although what does not exist is not any 
existent thing (vastu), even so, it is possible for the nature of something, like a 
hare's horns, which is the object of unreal (imagined) creation (asatkalana), to 
appear within the mind, and so be contradicted by something that is real (such 
as a real hare, which has no horns) and is the object of the external senses. Thus, 
it is rightly said that ‘what exists is contrary to what does not’. 

Now then, what kind of existence (sar) should the seed possess that is 
required (to circumvent these fallacies)? If (one proposes) that the manifestation 
(of the sprout) necessarily (follows that of the seed) or the like, that would not 
do, for there (in that case) also, (the same criterion) can be applied (equally to 
something that) exists as well as (something that) does not. Nor is it logical that 
it should be both (existent and non-existent), neither of the two, or inexplicable, 
because this kind of nature (of things) would be (logically self-)contradictory. 
That does not explain in every way the relationship between cause and effect, 
well known to all. Thus (if it were to be such), all the business of daily life 
(vyavahara) would be totally uprooted (samutsider). 

Thus, one should accept, on the strength of what has been stated 
concerning the relationship between cause and effect, that it is (in reality) that 
between the agent (kartr) and (the product of its) action (karman). The effect is 
the sphere (visaya) of the act of manifestation; thus, it is (nothing but) the result 
of action (karman) itself." That which brings about (karyate) (the existence of) 
each (particular effect), such as the sprout (of this example), that is, makes it 
manifest by the application (acarana) of its power to do so, is the agent.” Thus, 
the cause also rests in the agent. Therefore, the Supreme Lord whose nature is 
consciousness alone makes the universe, which is of this extent, manifest by the 
power of His own will. However, because (this) other (correct) insight (pratha) 
is obscured in the sphere (dasa) in which the constraining principle of natural 
law (niyati) (operates), people experience (pratiti) that ‘the sprout (originates) 
from the seed and the jar from clay’. 

Surely (one may object that), does not the stated fallacy (obtain) in this 
way (also), namely, (the uncertainty as to) whether the universe also (the 
Supreme Lord) makes manifest, is existent (sar) or not (asat)? (We reply that 


? karmaiva karyate — literally ‘action itself becomes the effect’. 

* Read karmaiva tattadankuradi karyate avabhasayate yena tatsamarthyacaranena sa 
karteti for — karmaiva — küryate — tattadankurüdi ^ avabhüsayate tena kartā 
tatsamarthacaraneneti. 


14 CHAPTER NINE 


this is) not so. Here (according to our view), an entity (artha) manifests in three 
ways, according to whether (it does so) 1) internally (antaratva), 2) objectively 
(grühyatva) or 3) externally (bahyatva). 

1) The internal state of a manifest entity is its oneness with (the 
perceiver's) own consciousness, (which obtains) initially even (before) it enters 
the mental sphere of any perceiver. 2) Subsequently, (it possesses an) objective 
state (also), which is solely perceptible by the mind, as is, for example, (the 
experience of) pleasure. 3) It also (possesses) an external state, such as that of a 
jar, by being perceptible by both the inner (mental) and external senses. Thus, 
(only) an entity (artha) that is located within the essential nature of 
consciousness (sarividátman) can manifest externally. This (view) has been 
established by reasoned argument elsewhere many times. That is stated (in the 
Isvarapratyabhijna): 


‘(The mass of) existing things rests in the Self of the Lord, (and thus) 
manifests. If they were not to do so, the act of reflective awareness, which is the 
will (icchàmarsa), would not take place.” 


(Thus,) the relationship between cause and effect amounts to this, 
namely, the manifestation of the objectivity an entity manifests inwardly (within 
consciousness) in relation to both the inner (mental) and outer senses. As has 
been said: 


"That which does not exist (asat) is non-existent. That which does not 
exist does not have an existent nature. Moreover, an (existent) entity (artha) is 
not (such) because that which exists acquires existence (satta). Accordingly, it 
is said that (the relationship between) cause and effect (perceived) in daily life 
(loka), that concerns an entity that changes into another, is the perceptibility to 


? TP 1/5/10, Torella's translation. Also quoted in TÀv ad 3/247cd-248ab, 8/362-364ab 
(361cd-363), 10/300cd-301ab, and 15/202cd-203ab. Utpaladeva says in his gloss: "The 
light (of manifestation) is present within things as undivided, just as it is within the Self 
of the Lord whose nature is consciousness; otherwise the reflective awareness that is the 
will, consisting of (subjectivity as) agency, and which has as its sole object enti that 
are (already) manifest, could not be possible.’ Torella (2013: 118 n 22) explains: ‘The 
will to produce something — at every level — presupposes an object that is in some way 
already present, 'shining' in consciousness. Volition, in order to be such, must be 
connected with the desired object that ‘limits’ it from within, that gives it a content. The 
will of the Lord, therefore, presupposes the shining of the whole of objective reality, 
which, not being separate from the subject, shines as the ‘I’ shines. Furthermore, 
volition, being a particular form of reflective awareness (cf. $Dr 2/84-5), is already in 
itself the proof of the existence of the ‘light’ with which we know it is inseparably 
connected'. To put it simply, a desire or intention can only be directed towards a known 
objective. Nothing can be known that is outside consciousness. An object is known as 
and because it appears within consciousness. The knowing of it is the result of the 
power of reflective awareness inherent in consciousness, that is its conscious intent to 
make it known. Consciousness is alive with awareness. It makes choices and is perfectly 
free to choose. 
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both (inner mental and outer) senses, which is due to the power of some 
(inscrutable) inner (reality). ^ 


Moreover, the external manifestation of an entity that is located within 
(consciousness) is not (the production of) anything new; rather it is just 
ignorance of (its essential) oneness (with consciousness). Thus, (this view does 
not entail) any logical fallacy (dosa). Thus, it is rightly said that ‘Supreme Siva, 
who is free," is in reality the agent of all things’. 

Surely (one may object), this is so in such cases as the seed and the 
sprout, but this is not so in such cases as the clay and the jar. There (in those 
cases), the potter is seen to be the agent (who makes the pot), so what is the 
need of some other invisible, imagined agent? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


maA ied ae SGT cod 


asvatantrasya kartrtvam nahi jatüpapadyate || 8 || 


It is totally impossible for agency to belong to that which is not free 
(to act). (8cd) 


It is not possible for a potter to produce a jar just by his own will (to do 
so) alone. Rather, (he is) dependent on the clay and the rest (of the attendant 
causes). Moreover, insentient clay and the rest would not obstruct his intention 
(to make a jar, but even so, they are necessary attendant causes with a defined 
nature of their own). How could they follow, in the same way, an intention to 
produce a cloth? Thus, the use (of the potter) is simply to prepare 
(sariskàrüdhàna) the clay and the rest (in order to fashion the pot). Even though 
this is so, all that there is, apart from the clay and the rest, is (just the image of) 
the pot he desires to create, that manifests in (his) mind at that time. Nor does 
the result, that is, the pot, manifest externally just by this (intention) alone. 

Thus, it is supreme (transcendental) Siva Himself who, on the level 
(dasà) on which the constraining principle of natural law (niyati) (operates), 
generates the product (kdrya) by the mutual dependence of the potter and the 
clay etc. The (potter's) false (self-)arrogation that ‘I have made this’, even 
though the ball of clay and the rest exist also (and are required to make the pot), 
is also (the result) of that great power (which functions through him). All this 
will be (explained) at length further ahead, and so the effort (to do is) not 
(required) here. Thus, it is rightly said that in no circumstance is it logically 
possible ‘for agency to belong to that which is not free (to act).' The potter is 
gripped by the (false) arrogation (of personal agency) in the insentient body and 
the rest, thus, how can he attain the freedom which is contrary to his own 
nature? That is solely associated with consciousness. 


“TP 2/4/3-4. 

?! svatantryabhak — lit. ‘possesses freedom’. 

?' Agency is the freedom to act. It cannot logically pertain to anything that is not 
autonomous, that is, free to act. Abhinavagupta here has Panini 1/4/54 in mind, who 
defines the agent noun that is the logical subject of a sentence, declaring that ‘the agent 
is independent’ (svatantrah karta). 
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In this way, one perceives that the pervasive term (i.e. that only that 
which is sentient is free to act,) is contradicted.” 
Thus he says: 


equum ou femen: wu. | 


svatantratà ca cinmatravapusah paramesituh | 


Moreover, (this) freedom (svatantrata) belongs (only) to the 
Supreme Lord, Whose body is consciousness alone. (9ab) 


‘Moreover’ is with respect to the meaning. 

Surely (one may object), it ccepted in daily life (loka) and in the 
scriptures that an insentient (jada) entity also possesses autonomous agency; in 
this way (we say that) pieces of wood burn. (An insentient) fundamental 
substance (pradhdna) is considered (by the Sarnkhya) to be the universe, so how 
is it that it is said that it is not logically possible for an insentient entity to 
possess the freedom (to act independently) (svarantrya)? With this doubt in 
mind, he says: 


wart a oe fa qeu fam uod 
svatantram ca jadam ceti tad anyonyam virudhyate V 9 |l 


The autonomous (svatantra) and the insentient (jada) are mutually 
contradictory (opposites). (9cd) 


Autonomy (svütantrya) is said to be self-luminosity, whereas 
insentience is said to be the object of illumination of something else. It is not 
possible for them to be one with each other (radatmya), or to conjoin 
(samsarga) (with each other). Thus, it is said that they ‘are mutually 
contradictory (opposites). Thus, moreover, that insentient reality (vastu) 
requires a self-luminous perceiver that differs from it, because the condition 
(vyavastha) of its (nature) (depends on its being) established in consciousness, 


* A pot is fashioned from clay by the potter's body, senses, and mind. For that to be 
possible, they must be conscious, even though they are physical and hence in 
themselves unconscious. By mistakenly identifying with them, the potter's essential 
nature is degraded to their insentient level. So how can he be free to act independently, 
for that freedom belongs to consciousness alone? The potter cannot make a jar out of his 
own free will alone; he depends on the clay and other factors to do so. Again, clay 
serves as a factor in the realization of his aim to make a jar, while it would not do so if 
he wished, for example, to make a piece of cloth. Again, the potter may think to himself 
that he wants to make a jar out of clay; even so, it has no existence outside his intention. 
Thus, constrained in so many ways, it is not the potter, rather it is supreme Siva Who in 
reality, out of his own free will, brings about the effect on the plane on which natural 
law (niyati) operates, through the mutual dependence of the clay and the potter on one 
another. By the same power Siva has to do this, the potter mistakenly believes that he 
alone has made the jar. 
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and so too (even) the attainment of its own existence (svátmásiddhi). So how 
can the insentient be intrinsically independent? 
He says that: 


wed maa zaras wr 
Jàdyari pramatrtantratvam svatmasiddhim api prati | 


The insentient condition is a state of dependence on the 
(autonomous) subject even for the attainment of its own existence. (10ab) 


In daily life (loka) and in the scriptures, the agency of the insentient is 
(considered to be) predominantly attended (upacaritapraya) by the sustaining 
support (adhisthana) etc. of that autonomous (perceiver). 

Surely, (an opponent may retort,) (fine, agreed,) let (the insentient) not 
be an agent, (then in that case) it will be the cause (which need not be sentient, 
would that not account for how) this clearly evident connection between the 
sentient and insentient can come about? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


3 miens aed ered fe SAF Ilgo II 


na kartrtvad rte canyat karanatvam hi labhyate V 10 || 


There is no other cause apart from the agency (of the subject, who 
creates all things). (10cd) 


That would be so (i.e. the cause would be insentient) if an entity were to 
be an effect, because it manifests externally (outside consciousness) as other 
(than its cause). (However, this is not so,) insofar as the external manifestation 
of an entity which manifests inwardly (within subjective consciousness), 
without abandoning its nature as such, is its condition as an effect. Moreover, 
that (consciousness) in relation to which an entity is located within, is that 
(same consciousness) in relation to which that which is located within, is 
external." (One experiences that) ‘this is present within the subject’, and so it 
may manifest as being outside it, not otherwise. Thus, it is that same (subject 


“ The phenomenal, created (karyatva) state of an entity is its external manifestation. 
Only what is so established within the subject (i.e. the agent) can manifest externally, so 
(the subject) is the cause of the various effects, such as a jar, not the insentient clay. The 
jar is not an external manifestation of what the clay has conceived. There can thus be no 
ultimate cause other than the subject's agency. 

^5 One could also translate: ‘thus (it follows) that it is in relation to that (subjective 
consciousness) that an entity is located within, and it is in relation to that same 
(consciousness) that an inwardly located (entity) is (experienced to be) external.’ An 
entity is external or internal with respect to the same subjective consciousness. ‘Inner’ 
and ‘outer’ are both in relation to that. Nothing can exist outside consciousness. Thus, 
whatever is experienced to be outside consciousness, that is, as separate from the 
perceiver, is an externalization in relation to that same consciousness within which it 
abides inwardly. Its ‘interiority’ refers both to its being within consciousness because it 
is essentially consciousness, and to consciousness that is within it, as its essential nature. 
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himself who is) the cause with regards to an effect such as a jar, not the 
insentient clay, because it is in relation to him that a manifestation is internal (as 
the cause) or external (as the effect). Again, the causal status of the subject is 
none other than its agency. Thus, it is rightly said, 'the insentient cannot 
logically possess the status of a cause, which is in reality only agency." 

Surely, (a Buddhist opponent may object, that) the nature of this 
(causality) is such that (it is nothing more than the experience everybody has) 
that ‘when that exists, this has being’. (If it were to be) otherwise, ^ how would 
it be possible? Nor is the production of an effect anything but the bringing into 
being of the form of entities that did not exist (before) (abhütakürabhavana). 
This is the condition (as stated in the definition that) 'causality is essentially the 
state of being (bhāvātmā) when the condition such as that of a seed and (its) 
sprout obtains.’ As (is stated in the) Dharmalankara:” 


‘Here (in common daily experience), the state of an effect is that it 
follows after (para) the existence (of something which precedes it).’ 


‘The (so-called) ‘own nature’ (of something) is that which gives rise to 
things. It gives existence to the form of entities that did not exist before.’ 


(The phenomenal (kdryatva) state of an entity is its external 
manifestation with it, whatever its internally manifest form. Only what is so 
established within the subject (agent) can manifest externally, so (the subject) is 
the cause of the various effects, such as jars etc., not the insentient clay etc., for 
(the jar) is not an external manifestation of what (the clay) has already 
conceived internally; there can thus be no (ultimate) cause other than the 
subject’s agency.) 


Moreover, entities require nothing else apart from their own nature (to 


be causes), so what is the purpose of introducing (anupravesana) consciousness 
here (in this case as a factor in causality)? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Momentariness and the Succession of Cause and Effect 


qferufa fe mera ARAT | 
frm sm carcass HAT 11 22 di 


tasmin sati hi tadbhàva ity apeksaikajtvitam | 
nirapeksesu bhavesu svátmanisthatayà katham || 11 |l 


(The experience everybody has of the priority of the cause with 
respect to its effect, such that) *when that exists, this exists', is based 


^* The following words are not found in MSs Ch and Ñ: hi bhavantarbhave ‘pi abhavat 
tasmin sati bhavati iti. They make no sense, are superfluous, and omitted, the prior and 
subsequent parts of the statement connect correctly. 

* These two references are drawn from Safkarananda’s Dharmdlarnkarakarika; the first 
is DhAK 14b4, the second 14b6. 
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entirely on a relationship of dependence. But how is that possible in the 
case of phenomena (bhava) which (the Buddhists maintain) are grounded in 
themselves, and so are (if they are momentary, in the manner Buddhists 
assert them to be,) independent of each other?” (11) 


The Buddhists do not consider one thing to be of the nature of both a 
cause and (its) effect, nor two things simultaneously, like a jar (placed on) a 
cloth, nor again is it successive, without some (inherent causal) necessity, like 
the perception of blue, (then) yellow. Again, even if there is a fixed succession 
(between them), the effect is not prior and the cause subsequent. Rather, it is 
said that the cause is necessarily prior (to the effect), and the effect subsequent. 
(Thus,) when there is, for example, a seed, which is considered to be a cause, 
there must certainly be a sprout, which is considered to be its effect, that 
previously was non-existent. The rule (applicable) here (according to Panini’s 
grammar) is with reference to the use of the locative: ‘yasya ca bhàvena 
bhàvalaksnam " When something else (which is considered to be a cause, 
existed previously, a particular effect) existed (subsequently); (thus, any time) 
when that same thing exists, this (same effect) exists (now after it).*’ If there 
were no such (causal) necessity (niyama) (imposed) on insentient entities, then 
when a jar exists there could also be smoke (as if the jar were to be fire). 
Moreover, (in absence of any causal necessity,) that would not necessarily be 
so. The existence of a (causal) necessity (niyama) (of this sort) is based entirely 


^' This verse is directed against the Buddhist doctrine of causation. There can be no 
affinity between two insentient discrete entities; they stand as totally unrelated to one 
another, and so causality remains an unexplained phenomenon if we assume this to be 
the case. All we can perceive is a regular sequence of events; one thing follows the next 
consistently. This consistency has led the Buddhists to hold that this is all that causality 
is. They do not accept it to be consistent with the view that there is any underlying 
conscious substratum to phenomena. There is merely the voidness of the relativity of 
things. Abhinava counters this view of causality by pointing out that the order of regular 
succession of events cannot be the only criterion by which we can define causality, for 
there are many cases of events consistently succeeding one another that are not causally 
related, as is the case for example, with the regular appearance of the fourth lunar 
mansion after the third. We must posit some affinity between a cause and its effect. This 
affinity is not that the effect is nothing but the cause, as the Sarhkhya maintains. The 
sprout is not the seed, otherwise the seed would remain seed and there would never be a 
sprout at all. Again, the affi inity between cause and effect cannot be their invariable 
mutual conjunction. This is so for example with heat and fire, but they are not causally 
related to one another. Heat is an inherent quality of fire. We may hold that this affinity 
is an intentional one, in the sense that the cause is intent on the production of an 
intended effect, as would be the case, for example, with a hungry man eating food to 
appease his hunger. But then, Abhinava contends, echoing the Pratyabhijiia, that we 
would have to admit that the relationship between cause and effect is one not between 
insentient, inert material entities, but is rather between conscious beings who 
fundamentally participate in a single conscious nature, which is that of Siva Himself, 
who is thus ultimately the one agent who acts as universal cause. 

^? PāSū 2/3/37. ‘By the action of whatsoever, the time of another action is indicated, 
(that takes the seventh case)." 

* As this was the case with some (previously existing entity), this is also the case with 
an entity existing at present. 
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on (a relationship of) mutual dependence, and that is not possible in the case of 
insentient entities. They are entirely confined within their own nature alone (as 
jars or pieces of cloth etc.), and so are ignorant of each other's condition 
(anyonyavarta). Thus, what is it that, (given the prior) existence of something, 
should (follow as its effect)? 

Surely, (the Buddhist opponent may retort,) on a close examination (of 
the relationship that exists) between fire and smoke, for example, we find that 
even if (they are considered to be) discrete entities, not dependent on each other 
for their existence, even so, they are said to be constrained to not be otherwise 
(than set in a fixed invariable relationship to one another, such as that which is 
commonly thought to pertain between a prior cause and its subsequent effect). 
Indeed, (causal) necessity (niyama) is not another entity (padartha) (the 
existence of which) entails? that they should be mutually dependent (on one 
another). This (fixed causal) necessity that the fire possesses is that, subsequent 
(to its existence), there (must be) smoke, not its absence. And that (smoke) also 
has this one (correlate), namely, that prior (to its existence, there must be fire), 
not (anything else) which is not fire. Thus, this is their particular nature, which 
is confined within itself alone as not making contact with the other, namely, 
(their) status as cause and effect. Thus, (is it not so that) there is no need (artha) 
at all for (them to be) dependent (on one another)?” 

lt is said here (in response to this argument), that in this way, 
observation alone is taken to be the authority (that establishes this view). A 


5! Read prasajjayet for prasanjayet. 

* [Pv vol 1 p. 360-361: yatha agnih, dhiimabhavah, dhümah, agnyabhavah, 
dhiimabhah, (p. 361) vastüni yathà  prthakpramátrsarnvedy dhiimagnyoh 
küryakaranatàm na — gamayanti — tathà ekapramātrvedyāny vikalpo ‘pi 
anubhavàatiriktam jRapayan na pramanam eva | yada tu pratyaksanupalambha- 
srotahpaücakena tani paca vastüni ekasamvitsamudra-visrüntüni krtàni tadā 
ekibhütàni pramátrà svatantratayà anyonyasaàpeksani na tu ghatapatadivat bhàsyante, 
sa eka [sa eva ekah abhasah — KSTS] abhasah karyakarana-bhavavabhasa iti na kiñcit 
avadyam II 


‘Like 1) fire, 2) the absence of smoke, 3) smoke, 4) the absence of fire, and 5) 
the absence of smoke, (such) entities, perceived by separate (independent) perceivers 
(separately from one another), do not grasp that smoke and fire are related to one 
another as an effect is to (its) cause. This is so in the same way, even if they are the 
objects of knowledge of the one perceiver. Conceptualization (vikalpa), in making 
(something) known that is distinct from (direct immediate) experience, is not a valid 
means of knowledge (and authority in this case). (These) five things (i.e. the perception 
of fire etc.) are (the result of these.) the five currents (of perception) (formed by) the 
direct perception (of one thing) and the (concomitant) absence of perception (of 
another) If they are made to rest within the one ocean of consciousness by the 
autonomy of the perceiver, they are made manifest as mutually dependent upon one 
another, not (separately,) like a jar and a cloth. (Thus,) there is nothing disagreeable (and 
wrong) (avadyam) (in maintaining) that that is a single manifestation (übhása), which is 
the manifestation of the (relationship) between the effect and its cause. The five things 
(vastu) are the five members of a syllogism. Causality can only be inferred, not directly 
perceived. Even so, the factors that constitute its inference must be known to the 
perceiver, and so they flow like five currents into ‘the ocean of consciousness’ and come 
to rest there, that is, are known.” 
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person perceives that smoke follows after fire, not the absence of smoke, and 
before that (smoke) fire alone, not the absence of fire. Moreover, it is 
unreasonable (to maintain) that the nature of things be established 
(arthatathatva-vyavastha) just by observation, independently of (any 
consideration of the nature of) what is being observed. Thus, one must 
recognize that there is some special property (visesa) present in the nature of 
both that regulates fire and smoke (in such a way that they are necessarily 
causally related). Otherwise, it would not be possible to account for the fact that 
smoke, not anything else, follows after (the presence of) fire, and is not superior 
to its nature (svarüpátisaya). Similarly, fire (alone), not anything else, precedes 
the smoke, and that (too) is not (distinct from it). It is not the case that (anything 
that) follows after excels (atisayayati) the nature of that which precedes it.? 

Even if a person happens by chance to see a cloth after (seeing a jar) 
many times, no such constraining (rule) of any sort may be known to arise, due 
to which they must necessarily succeed (one another), even if they are mutually 
independent. In this way (if that were so), the rise of (the constellations of the) 
Krttikas and Rohini (which follows after) * would be related (to one another) as 
cause and effect, as once the Krttikas have risen, Rohini must necessarily 
(niyamena) rise. (The constellation of) Rohini does not rise without that of the 
Krttikas having done so previously, because that has been observed in previous 
days (and so will, presumably also be so in future ones). But this is not the same 
(situation) in the case of smoke, (although) it has been observed in the past that 
it (invariably) arises immediately after a fire (is lit). Surely, there is a 
relationship of cause and effect (between something that precedes and 
something that follows after), insofar as the existence of the latter is due to the 
(causal) capacity (samarthya) of the former, and that is not possible in the case 
of the arising of the Krttikas and Rohini. The (entire) circle of the constellations 
is fixed round the pole star (dhruva); (all of them) exist simultaneously and are 
constantly moving along. However, it appears to be rotating (each constellation 
following the next) successively (in due order) like (the buckets) on a water 
wheel, and so one ascertains that one precedes and the other follows next." 
There is no special property (visesa) present in (their) essential nature (that 
brings that succession about). 


5 Read paro ‘parasya for parah parasya. 

5! The Krttikàs are the Pleiades, which is the constellation (naksatra) in the third of the 
twenty-seven lunar mansions. The constellation of Rohini rises after them in the fourth 
lunar mansion. 

5 This is clearly a reference to the process of kindling fire, the first sign of which is 
smoke. 

* If the only criterion for the existence of relationship between cause and effect is that 
one follows the other, then the two constellations would be related in this way, for once 
the Krttikas have risen, Rohini must then ascend, nor does Rohini ascend (conversely) 
without Krttikas previously having risen. This has been observed many times on 
previous occasions; though this succession has been similarly observed in the case of 
smoke following fire, still the situations are not entirely equivalent. Rather this is a 
capacity (samarthya) the previous entity possesses, to produce the subsequent one; that 
is the true nature of cause and effect. This is not the case with the constellations Krttika 
and Rohini. The constellations all exist simultaneously but, rotating round the Pole star, 
they seem to appear one after the other. 
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Surely, (the Buddhist opponent may object.) it is in your camp that what 
precedes is proclaimed to possess a (causal) capacity (to generate the effect that 
follows after), which because it does not exist, even if it existed (previously), 
that which follows after is seen to exist when that (which precedes it) exists. 
(Thus,) according to the Dharmalamkara: 


‘There (in that case), the (causal) capacity of that (entity) amounts to its 
status as a generating (cause) (janakatva), and if that (which is considered to be 
its product) does not exist when that (prior entity which is considered to be the 
cause) exists, what is its (causal) capacity? (It is nothing at all). And if it does 
exist, then how could it be incapable (of giving rise to its effect)?" 


The Traikalyapariksa also (says the same): 
‘Moreover, the prior non-existence (of a subsequent effect) is perceived 
when the cause exists.” 


And that here (in this case) is also the same, namely that the rise of 
Rohini does not take place before the rise of the Krttikas. When that has taken 
place (the Krttikas’ rise) is seen to take place. (But) even if the situation (vidhi) 
is the same in all respects, the relationship between Krttika and Rohini is not 
causal, whereas that between smoke and fire is. Thus, how can one have (any) 
belief in this senseless (nirnibandha) distinction (vibhaga between cause and 
effect)? Thus, one must recognize that there is some special property (visesa) 
which needs to known present in the nature of both (such that there is a causal 
relation) when it is present (and none when it is) absent. (A characterizing 
feature) present in an existing thing (vastu) which is indicative (of its nature) 
GRapaka) informs as to what its nature is considered to be (saribhavad eva 
rüpari), in every circumstance. It does not do so otherwise, or if it were to do 
80, that would be an error, and that entity (vastu) would not be made known. 
And there is nothing else except that (mutual) dependence that one could 
consider (to be the characterizing feature of a causal relationship). 


?' Another possible translation could be: 

"There (in that case), the (causal) capacity that (entity possesses) amounts to its 
status as a generating (cause) (janakatva). If that does not exist when that (entity) e: 
then how is it its (causal) capacity; and if it does exist, then how is it not (its) (causal) 
capacity?" 

Either way we translate, the point is that by the very fact that an entity exists 

before (another), it is considered to be the cause of the one that follows after, which is 
its effect. There is no need to postulate that the prior entity possesses a ‘causal capacity" 
in order to account for the succession to the subsequent one that is considered to be its 
effect. Moreover, if such a causal capacity does exist, then why does it not give rise to 
its effect immediately? 
55 The cause is the unique antecedent of its effect, which is perceived in it as not yet 
existing. When we see a seed, we perceive that the sprout and the rest to wl it will 
give rise does not yet exist. Each prior cause is thus specifically related to its subsequent 
effect, without the need to postulate that the cause possesses any specific causal capacity 
to produce it. The Buddhists maintain this view because they do not admit the 
independent existence of entities (like ‘causal capacity’) that cannot be directly 
perceived or experienced. 
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That (dependence) is of two kinds. It is either one of mutual conjunction 
(anyonyanusangita), or intentional (abhipraya). In neither of the two cases is 
(dependence) of an effect in relation to a cause possible for entities that are 
generally accepted as being insentient. The mutual (inherent) conjunction of two 
entities is their oneness of nature within (their) common Being (satta), because 
they are each the nature of the other, as is the case, for example, with heat and 
fire: when one ceases to exist the other can have no existence (satta), as would 
happen in the case of fire by the absence of heat. This is not the case with the 
cause and (its) effect, because fire and smoke (for example) manifest separately 
from one another. If that were so (i.e. that fire and smoke inhere in one another 
like heat and fire), when there is no smoke, it is the fire itself that would not 
manifest; or (conversely), when that (fire) does not exist, smoke also (would not 
manifest), which would be contrary to what is directly perceived (by 
everybody). 

The second (kind, which is intentional dependence, ) is in the form of an 
ascertainment (anusandhünarüpà), as is that (for example) of one who eats with 
respect to (the ascertainment that) food (will quell his hunger). Although the one 
who eats is dependent on food (to be an ‘eater of food’, his dependence) is not 
perceived to be one of conjunction with food (as is fire with heat). Rather, that 
state of propensity (to eating) develops within (the eater's) consciousness, due 
to which an ascertainment takes place, which is the desire etc. for that (food as 
the means to quelling his hunger). It is not possible (for this to take place) in this 
way in the case of an effect and (its) cause. This is because both are insentient 
and so are incapable of ascertaining each others' nature. Thus, it is clear (iti 
sthitam) that the relationship between cause and effect of insentient entities is 
not logically possible in any circumstance without (the existence of) something 
(else, the nature of which) is (yet to) be known. 

Surely, (the opponent may say.) that what is to be known is that the 
cause precedes, and the effect follows after. Thus, by applying the existence of 
what precedes (pürvasattàprayojikikarena), the existence of what follows arises 
as something new. Thus (causal) capacity to give rise to that (effect) does not 
belong to the future (when it will arise) or the present (when it is arising), 
because it exists between the two (that is, in the past, before the effect). It is 
because (the cause which) precedes (the effect) exists that it possesses the 
(causal) capacity to give rise to that (effect). (It is does not belong to the effect) 
that will be, because then (when the effect is being generated from the cause), it 
(does not exist and) has no nature (of its own) at all. Again, the present is said to 
be the common time (samānakāla) (of both), and a common time (is only 
possible) for two (things) that have (already) come into being, and at that time 
nothing remains for them to do that for one should be done by the other. Thus, 
all that is to be known (jfidteyam) of (the relationship between) the effect and 
(its) cause is just what precedes and what follows after. This is what he says (in 
response to this objection): 


® Jayaratha is not talking about inference here. From the sight of smoke, we can infer 
the existence of fire, because they are invariably concomitant. Where there is smoke 
there must be fire. However, we cannot infer the non-existence of fire by the non- 
existence of smoke. 
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a yaaa ware zfpcueqdufamb | 
mAAR emu zer 1.22 dd 


sa pürvam atha pascat sa iti cet pürvapascimau | 
svabhàve ‘natiriktau cet sama ity avasisyate V 12 Il 


If one were to say that (the link between two entities is causal 
simply because) they are (perceived) one after another,” (our reply would 
be that) if the prior and subsequent (momentary phenomena) are not 
different in their essential nature (but are both equally momentary 
phenomena), then all that remains is that they are essentially the same (and 
so it cannot be said of them that one is the cause and the other the effect). 
(12) 


Surely (one may ask), are the conditions ‘prior’ and ‘subsequent’ 
distinct from one another by their very nature, or not? The first alternative is not 
(correct), for according to your own view, priority and the like also is not some 
existent thing (vastu) that can come into being as (independently) separate from 
that (which is prior). 

Or, if you say that this is established on the basis of (common) daily 
experience alone (vyahüramátrasiddha), then the relationship between cause 
and effect would also be such, and so your own view would stand refuted. For 
then you would have to admit that causality is also such insofar as (you) accept 
that the relationship between cause and effect is an existing thing 
(vastusvabhàva) (not just the experience of the regular succession of events). As 
the Dharmàlankàra (declares): 

‘That is, in this way, this (relationship) between cause and effect, which 
is an existing thing (vastusvabhava). It is not accomplished on the basis of 
(common) daily experience alone (vyavahàramátrasiddha)." 


(The second) alternative (is that the conditions ‘prior’ and 
‘subsequent’ ) are not distinct (from the nature of causally related entities). (This 
view) is the remaining one, namely that there are two entities considered to be 
the effect and (its) cause. Thus, nothing at all would be said concerning that 
which should be known (jñāteyam) about them (that accounts for the causal 
relationship between them). According to your view (as the opponent), apart 
from their nature itself as smoke and fire, smoke and fire possess no other 
quality (visesa) at all that is (their) causal relationship. 

Thus it is said that no additional (superimposed) notion needs to be 
assumed (abhyuccayabuddhinirgrahya), such that (one perceives that) this is 
not only fire and smoke, but also a cause and (its) effect. Surely you people who 
maintain this view are (effectively) saying in this way that the nature of the fire 
and smoke as cause and effect is another (reality) that is not momentary 
(anaksara). That being the case, according to the following argument (yukti), if 


© sa pürvam atha pascat sa — literally ‘this is prior and this is subsequent’. 
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the causal status (of fire) is (its) fire-ness itself, then why should that (causal 
status) not be perceived when fire is perceived? 

*What other unperceived aspect could there be of the nature of a single 
entity that is itself directly perceived in itself (svayam) which (needs be) 
examined by (various other) means of knowledge?'*! 

Why should that not be perceived, so that no additional (superimposed) 
notion needs to be assumed (abhyuccayabuddhinirgrahya)? (The opponent 
continues responding that, we agree that) this is true. However, this is (not 
inherently so; rather it is) the defect (dauratmya) of determinative ideation 
(vikalpa), namely that when perceiving fire, only that much is perceived, not its 
causal status also, in such a way that another perception (pratiti) is added (onto 
that of fire). Surely (then, we respond.) if (this is due) to determinative ideation 
(vikalpa), what is the purpose (artha) of superimposing another perception, if 
(the fire) is perceived that way (as a cause). No further purpose is served (kdrya) 
at all by the additional notion (abhyuccayabuddhi) that, for example, ‘the cow is 
white’ (it is sufficient just to perceive that it is a cow, to know what it is). That 
is the power (svasilpanaipunya)” of determinative ideation (vikalpa), namely 
that it divides up what is undivided (abhinna) also and conjoins (sarisrjati) 
what is divided. Occurrence to the mind (pratibhasa) is the root of the great 
power (māhātmya) of determinative ideation (vikalpa). That is not so here (in 
this case). The status (of an entity) as a cause or effect is not some special extra 
(quality) (atisaya) of an entity, as is, for example, the arrangement (of its parts) 
(sarinivesa) such that it may occur to the mind. The purpose (Kárya) served by 
an additional (superimposed) notion (abhyuccayabuddhi) is that here (in this 
case, fire and smoke) are established (to be cause and effect), as is (their) 
momentariness, by the nature of their perceived form. (It is) not possible for an 
entity (artha) to be devoid of a form, or for a sensation (vedana) to be 
objectively imperceptible (avedya). The form of (the status of fire as) the cause 
of smoke is present in the form of the fire, where the superimposition (of this) 
other additional perception (pratiyantarabhyuccaya) should take place. 

(Our response to this view is that,) true, such is the case (asty evar). 
However, the form of (its) status as the cause of smoke differs from the form of 
the fire. Otherwise (if it were not to differ from it), why should fire not generate 
smoke even when it has not attained its final state (in which it normally 
produces smoke)? It is not the case that fire is not fire even if it has not attained 
that state. (If the causal status of the fire were not to be inherent in it,) the 
consequence would be that the momentariness (of the colour blue) would differ 
from the form of (the colour) blue perceived by yogis (who, unlike others, 


6! Pramanavarttika 1/43, also quoted above ad 4/84. See note there. 

® Read -naipunyar for -naipunari; the expression svasilpanaipunyam literally means 
‘skill in its own craft’. Jayaratha is here drawing from Buddhist nomenclature, that 
avoids reference to Sakti as a power things possess, as that would imply that power 
inheres in their essential nature, which Buddhists do not admit exists. 

© To understand this statement, we need to have in mind the process of kindling a fire 
by friction. Even before the fire is clearly seen to be burning (i.e. ‘has attained its final 
state’), smoke is produced. Although not visible, fire must be present there for it to serve 
as the cause of smoke. This example illustrates how the causal status of an entity can 
exist independently of its visible form. 
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perceive their momentariness also). Both the inherent attributes (dharma) of 
cessation (nivrtti) and its absence (i.e. persistence) are the common nature 
(sadhàranarüpa) (of all phenomena) such as (the colour) blue, whereas the sole 
inherent attribute of the nature of momentariness is cessation. (The Buddhists’) 
authoritative (view) (prámanya) is that cessation is the nature (dharmatà) (of all 
things). Thus, fire is (its) form as luminous etc., and its causal status amounts to 
the fact that smoke is produced in association (anuvihita) with it when it is 
present, and not when it is not (anvayavyatireka). Smoke is (its) form as white 
etc., and its status as an effect amounts to the fact that (its existence or 
otherwise) is in accord with the presence or absence of fire. Thus, the status (of 
smoke) as the effect, and (fire as the) cause, has been proved to be separate from 
smoke and the fire, as stated.“ Otherwise (if one does not accept this to be so), 
the consequence would be that their two natures, considered to be the effect and 
the cause, would be reduced as if to fragments.“ 

Surely, (the Buddhists may then object.) fine, let it be so (as you say), 
we do not mean to say that there is any relation of the nature of cause and effect. 
(Are not) all things complete (paryavasita) in themselves alone? With this doubt 
in mind, he says: 


The Seed and the Sprout: Succession and Continuity 


ag scare wed quud 
ae: yeaa aq arden 3 fm 123 0 


bijam ankura ity asmin satattve hetutadvatoh | 
ghatah patas ceti bhavet karyakàranatà na kim || 13 Il 


If you say that the relationship between cause and effect is 
essentially like the one between the seed (perceived first) and the sprout 
(perceived subsequently), why should a cloth (perceived first) and a jar 
(perceived subsequently) not be causally related? (13) 


Read aniikta- instead of anukta-. 

^^ Ideative or conceptual thought can divide up what is undivided, and associates things 
together that are different from one another. Constructive ideation is basically 
imagination. Causality is not conceptual, it is real. Considering something to be a cause 
of an effect does not add or superimpose anything on it, as would, for example, 
considering its location with respect to other objects. Buddhists who adhere to the 
doctrine of momentariness must necessarily consider causal efficacy to be a conceptual 
projection of the intellect's imagination. According to them, what is perceived to be 
blue, for example, would be different from momentary entities such as blue both equally 
ceasing (to exist in a moment) and continuing to exist (moment to moment), while what 
is momentary (ceases to exist) in a moment. Cessation (at every moment) is the ultimate 
nature of things (dharmatà). 

^^ The view that cause and effect are independent of each other is criticized here. 
Insentient material objects are inherently independent of one another, and so cannot be 
related to one another as cause and effect. Even so, in everyday life we commonly form 
a notion that something is an effect of something else, as is for example a sprout born 
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(By) 'essentially' is meant that there is no mutual dependence (between 
the seed and the sprout). As there is equally no mutual dependence (between 
two things perceived successively), *why should' there not be a causal 
relationship here (in this case) also? It has been logically established here that 
insentient entities cannot be causally related, because they are not dependent (on 
one another). Now, it is (everybody's) perception in the world that a sprout 
arises out of a seed. Thus, it must necessarily be apprehended (bhàüvya) by some 
(inscrutable) perceiver, whose nature is consciousness, resting in which the two 
entities may become fit to be designated as cause and effect. Apart from (this) 
in the one perceiver whose nature is consciousness, no association 
ga), the nature of which is unity in diversity (bhedabheda), would be 
ssible between insentient entities that are (in themselves) as extremely 
fragmented as are grains of sand. Thus, the relationship between cause and 
effect is that between the agent and the deed (which is the result of his action — 
karman). This is our conclusion (siddhanta). As is said: 

"The insentient does not possess the power which (imparts) being 
(sattā) to what exists and what does not. Its nature is the relationship between 
the agent and the deed, and is that between cause and effect. ^ 


Thus, it is logically sound (to maintain that) the farmer produces a 
sprout from a seed, the Lord (isvara) an arrow from a horn or smoke from fire. 

Surely, (the opponent may object,) in this way, as the seed and the 
sprout are different from one another, their status as cause and effect is not 
established just because (they) rest within (the purview of) one perceiver 
(common to both). In that case, the manifestations of a jar and cloth would be of 
that nature (i.e., causally related.) as all manifestations rest within the (purview 
of the) perceiver. So, should one accept that they partake of a single nature, so 
that one can say that it is the cause itself which, changing into this and that 
form, is the effect? He states (this objection): 


jismgerfeur worst aq | 


bijam ankurapatraditaya parinameta cet | 


from of a seed. To link one to the other, it is necessary to concede the existence of a 
conscious subject in whose field of awareness two entities abide together, that are 
perceived to be related to one another as cause and effect. The coming together 
(sarislesa) or relationship (saribandha) of two or more entities requires that there be a 
unity between them as well as difference. This is not possible between insentient entities 
unless they rest together within the purview of the one subject, in whom, essentially, 
consciousness is (their) common uniting factor. The subject relates two temporally 
successive entities as cause and effect. In the absence of an abiding perceiver, we would 
experience just a succession of events, if that experience were to be possible at all. Here 
then is another proof for the existence of the perceiver. If he did not exist, experience 
could not be a coordinated, coherent whole. Thus, the subject is the basis of the 
necessity of natural law (niyati), that determines that some entities are causes and others 
are their effects. 

© IP 2/42. 
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If (you say that) it is the seed that changes (parinameta) into a 
sprout and leaf etc. (whereas a cloth does not become a jar) . . . (14ab) 


If (one maintains that) all phenomena (bhàvavarga) are confined 
(parinisthita) in their own (specific) nature and this is the case with a seed, then 
how could a seed assume the form of a sprout? It is logically impossible (ayoga) 
for something that is not of a certain nature to (also) be of that nature. A jar 
could never also be a cloth. He says that: 


TIAMAT: Wo AID AÀ 112% |i 


tatsvabhavavapusah sa svabhavo na yujyate l| 14 ll 


(We reply) that it is not logically possible for something that has a 
particular nature of its own (svabhàva) to have another one which differs 
from it (so how can the seed also be a sprout?) (14cd) 


Now, it is said that such is the nature of a seed, that it becomes a sprout 
and the rest (of the plant) successively. Thus, those who maintain that the cause 
becomes the effect (sarkaryavadin) say that ‘even a single entity has various 
natures due to its successive (transformation) (kramavicitrasvabhava) . 

Thus he says: 


a aaa zu aq 


sa tatsvabhava iti cet 


If you say that the essential nature (of the sprout is the same as the 
seed)... (15a) 


Surely, (the opponent may object,) if this is so, then because either the 
seed or the sprout rests in its own nature as just the seed or just the sprout alone, 
is it not possible that the final form of a seed may be a sprout, which is not a 
seed, and similarly, the initial nature of a sprout (can also) be a seed, which is 
not a sprout? He says that: 


a demi fm a 


wmm 4 faa cee £g 


tarhi bijankurau nije | 
tüvaty eva na visrantau tadanyadyantasambhavat || 15 ll 


. . then neither the seed nor the sprout“ would rest in their own 
nature, because the initial and final conditions would be present (in both), 


° Read with MS C, Pijarkurau for bijankura. 
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and these would differ? (from their own nature insofar as the initial state 
of the sprout is a seed and the final state of the seed is a sprout). (15bed) 


It is not possible for one entity (vastu) to have two natures. Thus, it is 
necessary that (this transition from cause to effect) be accomplished (bhdvya) by 
any one thing, of which this multiple (vicitra) form may manifest as the seed 
and the sprout etc. He says that: 


was Parise AÀ | 


tatas ca citrakaro ‘sau tavan kascit prasajyate | 


Thus, the undesired consequence would be that (the common 
nature of both) is some kind of multiple form. (16ab) 


Surely, (the opponent rejoins,) is that not acceptable for us (all)? Thus 
he says: 


ag AY 


astu cet 
If (you say.) be it so (this is acceptable)! ... 


Surely, in this way also, how can one thing possess two mutually 
contradictory forms, namely, that of a seed and (a sprout,) which is not a seed? 
Thus he says: 


I SAAANA: H8 di 


na jade ‘nyonyaviruddhakarasambhavah || 16 ll 


. ++ (we reply that it is certainly not,) because it is impossible for an 
insentient entity (jada) to have a number of mutually conflicting forms.” 
(16cd) 


One and the same jar cannot be both red and not red. This is the point. 
This is so if we were to accept that it is simultaneously various (citra), however, 
(if it be so) successively (for example, the red jar may become black), then there 
is no contradiction. 

Thus he says: 


® Read with MSs C and Th, as Jayaratha does, tadanyádyantasamibhavàt for 
tadanyatyantasambhavat. 

? Jayaratha explains that a jar, for example, can be either red or not, it cannot be both at 
once. 
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wp famem we: fi fae | 


kramena citrakaro ‘stu jadah kirn nu viruddhyate | 


Then you could well ask why it should be a contradiction for (the 
same) insentient entity to have a diverse form successively. (17ab) 


The proof (of the view) that the cause becomes the effect 
(satkaryasiddhi) is that the form of an entity (bhavasarira), closely examined, 
(is seen to change) into this and that in accord with its own natural sequence (of 
transformations). (It is said): 


‘In reality, there is just one form, which is successively various 
(kramacitra). Everything, immersed in its own specific nature, partakes of its 
variety." 


Such is the case with 'an insentient entity', whereas one that is 
sentient, such as the perception of variety, may be various simultaneously (at 
the same time). This is the point. So ‘why should it be a contradiction’? A jar, 
although red, may successively, due to some other instrumental cause, also not 
be red. 

Surely, (the opponent may object), succession and simultaneity are not 
something extra present within the nature of an entity. Rather they are 
perceptions (sarvid). Consciousness brings about the perception that (the 
perception of) a cloth is after that of a jar, or that it (occurs) at the same (time), 
giving rise to (the perception) of succession and its absence. Neither succession 
nor its absence is (something) more, apart from the inherent nature of an entity. 
Thus, would that (understanding of the matter) not remedy the false projection 
(adhyása) of conflicting natures onto a single entity, even if one accepts (that) 
succession (takes place within it)? Thus, he says: 


Succession and Perception 


PASAT WT WIS d aT mq 1126 di 
seinen dt 


kramo ‘kramo và bhavasya na svarüpadhiko bhavet || 17 ll 
tathopalambhamatram tau 


(Our reply is) that, succession or its absence is not (something) 
more that is added to the inherent nature (of an entity). They are only the 
manner in which it is perceived. (17cd-18a) 


(Succession or its absence) ‘is not (something) more that is added to 
the inherent nature (of an entity)'. The meaning is that it is not anything at all. 
The reason here (for this) is that ‘they are only the manner in which it is 
perceived.’ According to whether perception (upalambha) takes place 
successively or otherwise, it induces the nature of an entity to be (perceived to 
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be) behaving in everyday life as (either) in succession (krama) (with respect to 
another) or (simultaneously, along with it,) without succession (akrama). 
Surely (one may ask), what causes perception to be such also? 


IENA fe wem | 


— upalambhas ca kirn tatha | 


(If you ask): *why should perception (upalambha) be such (if it has 
no objective basis)?" (18b) 


(The opponent now advances the following objection.) Here (in daily 
life), the perceiver perceives individual phenomena as being either successive 
(to one another), or (as existing) simultaneously. Thus (his) perception is also 
associated with succession and its absence.” It is the condition of perceiver that 
is such, although his nature is (essentially) consciousness alone, because his 
nature is the perception of succession and its absence. 

He voices this doubt. 


sues farce xu uf fesso 
meea HTS AT | 


upalabdhapi vijfianasvabhavo yo ‘sya so ‘pi hi ll 18 Il 
kramopalambharipatvat kramenopalabheta cet | 


If (you were to say) that the perceiver also, whose nature is 
consciousness, should perceive successively, because its nature is the 
perception of succession, (18cd-19ab) 


Here (in this case) also, comes the same rejoinder (in the form of a 
question, with the object of refuting your reply) (paryanuyoga). Thus, he says: 


TA fé FA: FIT ATENTA: 11.28 odi 


tasya tarhi kramah ko ‘sau tadanyanupalambhatah | 19 |l 


... then (we would ask), what succession (is the perceiver subject 
to) if no other (perceiver) is perceived (into which it can change)? (19cd) 


The object of perception is said to be associated with succession and its 
absence by way of (the act of) perception, and that (perception is) also (such) by 
way of the perceiver. There is no other perceiver of the perceiver, (for if there 
were to be one.) the consequence would be an infinite regress (as that second 
perceiver would also require another perceiver to perceive it and so on). Thus, 
(as there is no other perceiver into which it could change.) how could that 


7 Read kramakramayogah for kramakramayogah. 
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(original perceiver) also be (subject to) succession? Thus, it is said that (this is 
so, as) ‘no other (perceiver) is perceived (into which it can change)’. 

Even if we adopt the view that this is the nature (of the perceiver), the 
consequence (is the same. Succession does not entail) that there be (something) 
more, apart from the nature of the perceiver. Thus he says: 


ware sf Fat sere ud d 


svabhava iti cen nasau svarüpád adhiko bhavet | 


If (you agree) that this is (the perceiver’s) very nature (to be 
successive in this manner, then) (succession) is nothing more, (apart) 
(adhika) from (his) essential nature. (20ab) 


Now, succession (is the perceiver's) very nature, and so its 
manifestation is said to be (such that) although it is not separate from it, it is 
(perceived to be) separating off (from it) (atiriktayamana) by virtue of its own 
(inherent) freedom. Thus, (by accepting this view,) you have arrived at our own 
philosophy. Thus, he says: 


Succession is the Nature of the Perceiver, the Universal Agent 


SIMS meg SAAT: | 20 || 
Taare vuredq finu ui Wu d 
ze fifa wae: mfg afters 11 22 11 


svarüpanadhikasyàpi kramasya svasvabhavatah |l 20 || 
svatantryad bhasanam syàc cet kim anyad brümahe vayam | 


ittham $risiva evaikah karteti paribhasyate \\ 21 || 


Well then, if you conclude that succession is nothing apart from the 
essential nature (of the perceiver), and that it is manifest by virtue of his 
own inherent freedom, then what else can we say? In this way, the 
venerable Siva alone has been declared to be the sole agent (and hence 
universal cause, of every effect). (20cd-21) 


What is (Siva's) agency? With this doubt in mind, he says: 
aged Acer TATA | 
kartrtvam caitad etasya tathamatravabhasanam | 


His agency consists essentially in His manifestation in just these 
ways (as the various aspects of the All). (22ab) 


The meaning of (the expression) *manifestation in just these ways' (is 
as follows). (His) manifestation ‘in this way’ is the unfolding perception 
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(prathana), in a variegated (vicitra) form, of the perceivers and (their) objects, 
which are ‘just these ways’ (mdtra), that is, aspects (of His own conscious 
nature), as separate (from Himself). 

Just as the Lord has made manifest all things by His own will alone, in 
the same way (He manifests) the relationship between cause and effect. Thus he 
says: 


wem aft ara, 11 22 4i 


tathavabhdsanam casti karyakaranabhavagam | 22 || 


(His) manifestation in this way is (also) present in the relationship 
between cause and effect. (22cd) 


Surely (one may object that,) in this way, the seed and the sprout (that 
are causally related) and the jar and a cloth (that are not) are invariably 
(sarvatra) a manifestation, as a particular (result of the) action (karman) of the 
Lord, who is (its) agent. So how is it that (manifestations) behave (in relation to 
one another as) cause and effect (only) in some cases? With this doubt in mind, 
he says: 


The Nature of Causal Necessity 
"er fe weurfeci wen | 
wem wen fe g a area 033 0 
ait ufus Tee | 
TRIES pU FA: af wuredsfmh 1 ee odi 


yathà hi ghatasahityam patasyapy avabhasate | 

tathà ghatünantaratà kim tu sā niyamojjhità | 23 Il 

ato yan niyamenaiva yasmad àbhàty anantaram | 

tat tasya karanam brümah sati rüpanvaye ‘dhike || 24 || 


Just as a cloth can manifest together with a jar, it can also manifest 
after it. However, this (succession) is free of the necessity (there would be if 
the cloth and the jar were to be causally related). Therefore, we say that 
that which necessarily manifests (before the effect) which follows is its 
cause, provided that, in addition, there is a continuity of nature (rüpanvaya) 
between them. (23-24) 


(He says that) '(this (succession) is) free of the necessity (there would 
be if the cloth and the jar were to be causally related)’ because they are seen 
(sometimes) to be in the reverse order, without that making a difference 
(avisesena). Surely (one may object) that, in this way, would that not entail the 
undesired consequence that the rising etc. (in succession of the constellations of 
the) Krttikas and Rohini, as is the Buddhist (example), would also be related (to 
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one another) as cause and effect? With this doubt in mind, he says: *provided 
that, in addition, there is a continuity of nature (ripanvaya) between them’. 
There is no disagreement that here on the plane of Maya the jar, for example, is 
the product of many causes, including clay, (the potter's) wheel and stick etc. 
There (in that case), its material cause (upádana) is the clay, for it continues (to 
exist in the product) without being dependent on anything else, by progressively 
(being formed) into a small pillar (sivaka), then into a small ball (of clay) 
(stüpaka), and so on (to be finally fashioned into a jar); whereas the stick and 
the rest (of the other attendant causes) fulfil their function by just (serving as) 
aids (to making the jar), by preparing the attendant causes (such as the potter's 
wheel), turning it and so on. Thus, the nature (rüpa) of something that 
(invariably) manifests in association with the nature of something (else) is its 
material cause. As the Buddhists also (say): 


"The material cause is independent and continues (on into) what differs 
(from it), having as its basis some other entity, like the clay with respect to a 
bowl and the like (from which it is made).” 


However, these same statements also apply to the effect, such as smoke 
(in the case of fire), which is not a material cause; which (shows that) they do 
not know the distinction between that and a cause. Thus (for example). fire is 
not the material cause of smoke, rather it is wet fuel and the like. Similarly, 
because chaff, olibanum and the like are the material cause (of the smell of the 
smoke), its smell etc. manifests as if there were a continuity (of nature) 
(anvayavat) (with the smoke), and (so) that itself (would be its) material cause. 
The wisdom of common folk here (in such matters is) that the material cause of 
the flow of water etc. from a moonstone are the rays of the moon aided by 
(their) substratum, the moonstone. Otherwise, (if this were not so), the 
Moonstone would be melting, and (so) would decrease at each moment. Now 
enough of these secondary matters. 

Surely, (an opponent may ask.) if causality, which is the fixed rule of 
succession from prior to subsequent, sustained by the continuity of the nature 
(rüpanvaya) (of the cause into the effect), is real, then how could (the cause) 
deviate (from what it is in order to become the effect)? With this doubt in mind, 
he says: 


FA VETESRBTHPHERGE: | 


fR seat ured afe wader 1 24 11 


niyamas ca tathárüpabhasanamátrasárakah | 
bijad ankura ity evam bhasanam na hi sarvada || 25 || 


Essentially, (causal) necessity (niyama) consists solely of (the 
process of) manifestation (which takes place) in that form. The 
manifestation in this way (of) a sprout (emerging) from a seed does not 
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always (take place, rather it happens at some particular time, when the 
conditions are right, and the seed is prompted to do so)." (25) 


It is because ‘essentially, (causal) necessity (niyama)) consists solely 
of (the process of) manifestation', that *manifestation in this way does not 
always (take place)'. The sense is that sometimes a sprout exists even when 
there is no seed.” 

He says that. 


nian GN d 
sub enfe fara TED aa: 1 eA 


wae even ETTEGHWISI | 
"mer fans anys m cod 


yogicchanantarodbhitatathabhitankuro yatah | 
iste tathavidhakare niyamo bhasate yatah I 26 ll 
svapne ghatapatadinam hetutadvatsvabhavata | 
bhasate niyamenaiva badhasünyena tavati || 27 II 


A sprout, just like the one (born from a seed), is generated after a 
yogi has willed it, because (a causal) necessity manifests with regards to 
that kind of form (that the yogi) wants it to be. (If you do not accept this 
example as valid, everybody knows) that a causal relationship between a 
jar and a cloth, for example, (may) manifest in a dream, in accord with (the 


? The point Abhinava is making is that the material factors and the natural laws 
involved in the process of transition from a cause to its effect are not sufficient by 
themselves to explain causality. In order to do that, we must admit that insentient causal 
factors must be prompted by a sentient agent to give rise to their effect. As Abhinava 
says in his commentary (vimarsini) of IP 2/4/9: *Insentient causes work only when they 
are prompted by a sentient (agent). For if clay etc. could bring about their effect simply 
by being near one another, then what would be the use of the potter? . . . The production 
of an effect by an insentient entity is not devoid of a prompting cause, because it is only 
occasional. It does not necessarily take place immediately when the appropriate 
conditions and factors combine. Abhinava goes on to say: *no prompting cause other 
than the Lord can be reasonably represented to be responsible for it, because we do not 
perceive any (anupalambha)." In the next verse, Abhinava goes on to state that causes 
generate their effects prompted by the will, and he presents various examples. Drawing 
from the /svarapratyabhijfa (2/4/10), he gives an example commonly accepted in India, 
namely that yogis can create whatever they want just by willing it alone. In India this is 
commonly accepted. There we read: ‘The various things, such as a jar, that last (for 
some time) and carry out their own (respective) functions (arthakriya), may also be 
produced by the power of the will yogis (possess) alone, without the need of clay or 
seed." 

? From what follows, it is quite possible that Jayaratha wrote this; even so, the 
following simple emendations would yield a more coherent meaning. Thus, instead of 
kadacit hi bijabhave ‘pi ankuro bhaved, one could emend to kadacit hi bijabhave ‘pi 
aikuro na bhaved. ‘Sometimes even when there is a seed there is no sprout.’ 
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same causal) necessity, without it being invalidated (badhasünyena) as long 
as (the dream lasts)."* (26-27) 


There is no disagreement here (in this world) that yogis generate a 
product, such as a sprout, with no material cause, by just (their) will alone. 
Thus, (a sprout) ‘is generated after a yogi has willed it’, and so is ‘just like 
the one (born from a seed)’. Even in the case of a sprout that has arisen when 
there is no seed, the fixed rule (niyama) manifests that (the cause) precedes and 
(the effect) comes after. Thus, the meaning is that (the fact) that a sprout is born 
of a seed is not exclusive (of other possible causes of the sprout). Moreover, the 
sprout brought about by the yogi’s will is of the same kind as is a sprout 
produced from a seed; it is not does not differ (from it), as does, for example, a 
tumorous (swelling) of the throat (Saliika).^ Thus he says that (that sprout is) 
‘that kind of form’ (that the yogi wants it to be). Otherwise, because it does not 


™ Abhinavagupta says this in order to sidestep the view that entities are invariably and 
necessarily related to one another as cause and effect only because the former is the 
material cause of the latter. If that were to be so, causality would be reduced to a 
material, mechanical process in which consciousness plays no part. Accordingly, he 
points out that, just as both cause and effect are manifestations within consciousness, as 
are all things in the sphere of phenomenal existence, such also is the causal relationship 
between them. He gives two examples to illustrate how a fixed causal relationship may 
be established by the agency of consciousness alone without reference to the material 
nature of a cause or its effect. One is the common belief in India that yogis can conjure 
up objects at will, that we have mentioned already. The other is that things seen in a 
dream may behave differently from those seen when awake. Thus, a jar seen in a dream 
may become a cloth without contradiction, so long as the dream lasts. Even so, the rule 
that every effect is necessary linked to a particular cause is never broken. This is 
because it is determined by consciousness, not their material nature. 

Abhinava explains in his Tantrasára chapter 8 (p. 70-71): ‘The causal 

relationship is twofold, i.e. ultimately real’ (paramàarthika) and ‘created’ (srsta). The 
ultimately real causal relationship amounts to the Lord, who is the free (causal) agent, 
manifesting in this way (as all things), with a body (extending from) Siva and ending 
with earth, as separate from His own nature, (while at the same time) resting within it. 
The ‘conceived’ (kalpita) causal relationship is created by the will of the Lord, and its 
life (is the restriction) of (causal) necessity (niyati). This is such that, even if the 
manifestation of the priority (of the cause) and the posteriority (of the effect) is fixed, 
nonetheless it is pervaded by His own nature (svarüpa) that transcends it, and remaining 
such, (is invariably continuously present). Th prout may arise equally from a seed 
as from the yogi’s will or a jar and the like in a dream etc. There (in that case) also, the 
Supreme Lord’s agency does not cease, and is also uncreated (akalpita) and (continues 
to) abide as the ultimately real (form of causality). It is because the ultimately real 
nature continues to exist as a surface of inscription (bhirti) that this manifestation takes 
place, not otherwise. Thus, it is sound (to maintain that) the causal state is one of an 
aggregate (of causes). This consists of the weaving together of all (the relevant factors) 
into a composite whole (samastabhava) by the power of noetic consciousness, which is 
(absolutely) free.” 
75 Read saliakadivad vijatiyah for sálükàd vijatiyah. A tumour of the throat is visible as a 
swelling, just as the sprout appears at first as a swelling on the surface of the seed. 
However, the two swellings are of an entirely different nature. This is not the case with 
the sprout produced by the yogi’s will, which is just the same as one born from a seed. 
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accord with the desire of (such) yogis, (their) status as yogis would not be 
established (siddhyet). Nor is it said to be just an illusion. It is what ‘(the yogi) 
wants it to be', that is, it performs each of its intended functions. This is the 
meaning. That is said (in the following words): 


‘Even without clay or seed, just by the power of the will yogis 
(possess), a jar, for example, is produced, and that performs each of its own 
fixed functions. ^ 


Similarly, in a dream, a cloth (may) manifest as the product of a jar, in 
accord with the fixed rule (niyama) (which governs causal necessity), because 
the manifestation of the cloth arises after that of the jar. It would be so if there is 
no (subsequent) invalidation (badha). Thus, he says (that this is so) ‘without it 
being invalidated (so long as the dream lasts)’. (A question now arises) 
whether the invalidation here (in this case) occurs just then, or at another 
(subsequent) time. The second alternative is (applicable) there (in that case), 
because although waking takes place at a future time, the invalidation arises 
(then) with regards to the (content of the) dream. Just then (when one is 
dreaming), there is no contradiction until one awakes, because it manifests in 
that way (in the dream) with stable continuity (dardhyena). Thus it is said (that 
it manifests in this way) ‘so long as’ (one is) in the dream state. 

The tight bond between the effect and (its) cause is the necessary (and 
invariable succession from one to the other) (niyama), which is free of 
(subsequent) invalidation (nirbadha) in this way. Thus he says: 


oat raf menfura. | 
MA Watt AGATE FSETHOTAA 11 Re dy 


tato yavati yadriipyan niyamo büdhavarjitah | 
bhati tavati tadriipyad drdhahetuphalátmatà I 28 I| 


Thus, the relationship between cause and effect is firmly established 
in a particular form in whatever way and in whatever form a necessary, 
(and invariable relationship) (niyama) manifests which is not 
(subsequently) invalidated (ba@dha) (as a false causal relationship). (28) 


Thus, surely (one may ask), in this way also would this not amount to 
the Buddhist view? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


qempr a fun gam a 
agara dga ats wg d 28 1 


tathübhüte ca niyame hetutadvattvakarini | 
vastutas cinmayasyaiva hetutà tad dhi sarvagam || 29 || 


TTP 2/4/10. 


38 CHAPTER NINE 


(This may seem to be a Buddhist view. Our view differs, however, 
in that we maintain that) the necessity, which is such that it is responsible 
for the relationship between cause and effect, is in actual fact the capacity 
the conscious nature possesses to be the cause (of everything), and that is 
omnipresent. (29) 


‘That’ ‘capacity the conscious nature possesses to be the cause (of 
everything)’ is ‘omnipresent’ because it attends all the manifestations of the 
clay and the (potter's) stick and the rest as the abode within which they (all) 
rest. 

In this way, (this view) also accounts (for the fact that) no one thing (by 
itself) produces (an effect). It is the aggregate (of causal factors) (sámagri) that 
produces (it). Thus he says: 


The Unification of the Causal Factors 


aa Wa mgA umm qed | 


ata eva ghatodbhiitau samagri hetur ucyate | 


Thus, the cause which generates the jar is said to be an aggregate 
(of causal factors) (samagrt). (30ab) 


(He says that the causal factors constitute) ‘an aggregate’, not 
aggregates (samasta) that are separate (from one another) (vyasta). Surely (one 
may ask), what else is an aggregate (of causal factors) apart from the causal 
factors (samagra) (themselves), such as the (potter's) stick and the rest? With 
this doubt in mind, he says: 


"gr a SAM wem AIT AY: d 30 |! 
Sq Su VA FÈ TAS | 


sdmagri ca samagranam yady ekam nesyate vapuh Il 30 ll 
hetubhedàn na bhedah syat phale tac casamafijasam | 


If one does not admit that the aggregate (samagrt) of causal factors 
(samagra) forms a unity (ekam vapus), the difference between the causes” 
(which constitute it) would give rise to (various) differing effects. And that 
(would) not be proper. (30cd-31ab) 


(The use of the word) ‘and’ is in the sense of a reason. The ‘unity’ 
(meant here) is the repose in the (purview of the) one perceiver, which is the 
instrumental cause of the perception of (all) the causal factors (samagra). If here 
(in this case), the separate (constituents) (vyasta), that is, the (potter’s) stick and 
the rest, were to be (each individually) causes of the jar, then, as all agree, due 


7 Read hetubhedat tu for hetubhedan na. 
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to the difference between (these) causes, there (would be a number of) different 
effects. Thus, many jars would be produced, and this is not so. Thus, as they rest 
in (the purview of) a single perceiver, one must admit that they (share a single) 
nature (vapus), denoted by the term ‘aggregate’, which would generate just one 
jar. It is in relation to that (aggregate) that? there is no” mutual difference 
between the causes, that would (otherwise) result in diverse effects. Where (are 
the places in this verse that the word) ‘not’ should be added?" Moreover (this 
supposedly possible diversity of effects) is contrary to what is directly perceived 
(to be the case); thus he says that ‘that (would) not be proper’. 

Surely (an opponent may object) that it is said that the cause of 
something is that whose presence or absence determines (its existence or non- 
existence), This is not the case with the individual constituent (factors) (vyasta) 
(separate from one another), such as the clay, (potter's) stick and the rest, 
whereas it is so with the aggregates (samagra)*' (that form part of a unitary 
aggregate). Thus (if each one is a cause), what purpose is served by accepting 
that they have a single nature (vapus), termed ‘an aggregate’? With this doubt in 
mind, he says: 


Tear wmeemReSmp 11 321 
Tea 9g dedu avant a 7: fra: | 


yad yasyanuvidhatte tam anvayavyatirekitam |l 31 |l 
tat tasya hetu cet so ‘yarn kunthatarko na nah priyah | 


If (you say that) the cause of an entity is that whose presence or 
absence determines (its existence or non-existence, we cannot agree). We do 
not like this (sort of false,) dull logic." (31cd-32ab) 


(Logic becomes) ‘dull’ by denouncing each defect (in an opponents) 
view first of all (before even listening to him), because the power (of one's own 
position) has been broken. 

Surely (one may ask), if all these aggregates were not to be in some 
form one, then it would entail the undesirable consequence that things that are 
distant from them in space and time are also causes. Thus he says: 


TANS TM SETHI: 11 33 |i 
qa wfagüer vqenfs ware | 


samagras ca yatha dandasütracakrakarádayah |l 32 ll 


™ Read yadanapeksayá for yadapeksaya. 

” Read na for ca. 

* Read kvà kvā for kā kva. 

*' A samagra is an ‘aggregate’, that is, one of the constituents of an aggregate of factors 
that, associated with one another, function as a single unit. A vyasta, on the contrary, is 
a single individual unit that is not part of a group of units. 

© See above, 9/11. 
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diiras ca bhavinas cettharn hetutveneti manmahe | 


Just as the aggregates (which are causal factors), such as the stick, 
rope, wheel, hand, and the rest, (although separate from one another, each 
contribute to producing a jar,) in the same way, we accept that (entities 
that) are distant or in the future can be a cause." (32cd-33ab) 


‘Distant’ (entities) are, for example, (mount) Meru. ‘Future’ (entities) 
are, for example, Kalki" (the future incarnation of Visnu). ‘In the same way’, 
that is, just as the (potter’s) stick and the rest are causal factors (that operate 
together to produce) a jar, ‘we accept’ that, by extension (prasarigena), distant 
(entities) are so also. This is the meaning. 

Surely (one may ask, is it not so that), here (in this case) it is not proved 
(siddha) that the presence or absence of (entities) that are distant (or) that will 
come into being (also) determine (the production of an effect)? With this doubt 
in mind, he says: 


* The clay, stick, and other causes that contribute to the production of a jar exist only 
insofar as they are objects of awareness, so that consciousness is ultimately the cause of 
all effects. Consciousness is the numinous reality underlying phenomena as their 
fundamental nature. Metaphysics seeks to understand the nature of the numinous, 
assuming first of all that what we experience is phenomenal. All forms of idealism are 
based on this distinction. This however raises the perennial question as to how these two 
are related, and it is on this point that lines of thought diverge. Metaphysical systems 
can be classified according to how they view this relationship. One view is that the two 
are both equally real yet distinct (bhedavada). Another view maintains that though 
phenomena have a reality of their own, they are nonetheless dependent in some way on 
noumena for their existence, and so qualify this extreme dualist position to one of unity 
in difference (bhedabheda). Again, others may maintain that the problem of relating the 
two in actual fact never arises, as only the numinous exists, and phenomena are illusory 
and so not really existent. This is one kind of nondualist view (abheda). Another kind 
maintains that as noumenon is phenomenon, there is no discontinuity in experience 
taken as a whole that requires a relationship within it to maintain its integral unity. This 
is the view here. To this we need to add that the transition from cause to effect, one 
moment to the next, is held together by the underlying, fundamental consciousness, 
which is not just an individual perceiver of the passage from one to the other, it is 
ultimate the one consciousness alone, which is Siva. Again, the most fundamental and 
characterizing feature of the stream of causes and their results is not so much to do with 
their substantial nature, or even that they are invariably linked to a stream of perception, 
or one may call it dynamism of cognitive consciousness; rather, it is that the stream is an 
activity. If it were just a flux of perception, the world would be like one experienced in a 
dream. Causes give rise to effects, but they are both equally insubstantial — just 
perceptions and thought constructs. But the creations of consciousness are real. If they 
were not, Siva would not be Siva Who creates and destroys. Siva is above all an agent. 
He does, not just knows. If He were not an agent, there would be nothing to know, and 
so He would not be a knower. 

* Read Kalkyádayah for karkyadayah. Kalki is the tenth and last incarnation of Visnu, 
who it is believed will appear at the end of the four ages (yuga), mounted on a white 
horse and wielding a drawn sword to destroy the wicked. 
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"fe wa wdsmfaurafu mee 1 33 íi 
Toad Fat TA ogereqeenes: | 
an a am frat et are a gT gp av odi 
"fr adean fra: | 


yadi tatra bhaven merur bhavisyan vàpi kascana I 33 lI 
na jayeta ghato niinam tatpratyühavyapohitah | 

yathā ca cakram niyate dese kale ca hetutam | 34 I| 
yati karkisumervadyas tadvat svasthavadhisthitah | 


(However, contiguity in space and time may also be a factors that 
should be taken into account). A jar can certainly not come into existence if 
it is where Meru is located, or something (else) is about to come into 
existence, impeded as it is by these obstacles. Just as (the potter’s) wheel is 
brought to a (particular) place (at a particular) time, (and so) becomes the 
cause (of a jar), in the same way, mount Meru, Kalki* (the future 
incarnation of Visnu), and (anything else, can serve as causes) confined 
within their own limitations” (of time and space). (33cd-35ab) 


Surely (one may ask), is what is meant to be said (here) that the wheel 
and other (causal factors) are proximate to one another in time and space 
(deSakdla-sarnikarsa), or that they are proximate in nature (rüpasarinikarga)? 
There (in the first case, our response is that if this is a criterion for a cause to 
give rise to its effect, then) it is possible for (any unrelated thing, such as a piece 
of) cloth and the like, to be proximate in space etc. (to the aggregate of causes, 
but that does not make them one of them). Otherwise, the (undesirable) 
consequence would be that they also produce the same effect (as the true causal 
factors). (The other alternative, namely) an affinity of nature, is (also) not 
acceptable to you (Buddhists, as you maintain that everything is momentary and 
unique). 


Thus, what would remain (that is acceptable) is that ‘proximity’ 
amounts to being present in that (particular) fixed place (and time) etc. (In that 
case,) even (such things as (mount) Meru would not be excluded, and (so) they 
also would be (auxiliary) causes. Therefore, one must necessarily accept that 
(all causal factors, whether remote or proximate,) possess (just) one (common) 
nature (rüpa), namely that (they) rest (in the purview of) a single perceiver in 
such a way that by the conjunction and disjunction etc. of each one, by virtue of 
the one Supreme Lord’s agency, this universe may unfold (into being). He says 
that: 


55 Read karki- for karki- 
* Read svasthavadhisthitah for svasthavadhi sthitah. 
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Siva is the Universal Agent, Causality is His Manifestation in This Way 


Wer p am Equi SaaS 0 34 od 
frad fra wae: maa: aaa | 


tatha ca tesam hetinam samyojanaviyojane I 35 Il 
niyate Siva evaikah svatantrah kartrtam iyat | 


Siva Himself, Who alone is free, assumes the condition of an agent 
of the fixed (niyata) conjunction and disjunction of those causes in this 
way." (35cd-36ab) 


Surely, how can one accept that Siva Himself is the agent everywhere 
(in every case)? — it is the potter that is seen to be engaged (in making) the pot. 
With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Sa up A IRSA 06 35 |i 
fra wa fe a wenn fac: a aR d 


kumbhakarasya ya samvit cakradandadiyojane I| 36 Il 
Siva eva hi sã yasmat samvidah kā visistatà | 


The consciousness of the potter, which determines the conjunction 
of the wheel and (potter’s) stick etc., is Siva Himself, for what distinction 
can there be within consciousness?" (36cd-37ab) 


*What distinction?’ — that is, what difference (can there be)? The point 
is that there is not even the slightest difference between the essential nature of 
consciousness and that of some other form of consciousness (such as that of the 
potter). 

Surely (one may ask), the consciousness of a potter, due to the 
limitations of time and space etc. is contracted, whereas supreme 
(consciousness) is unlimited, and so is supremely nondual by nature. So how is 
it that it has been said to be that there is no difference between them? With this 
doubt in mind, he says: 


aime g datas gp 3e di 
firemen ufz qum evemfenum: | 


kaumbhakari tu samvittir avacchedavabhasanat || 37 || 
bhinnakalpà yadi ksepyá dandacakradimadhyatah | 


" See note 9,83, above. 
** Objects may be distinguished from one another, not consciousness, as this is not 
perceived objectively. 
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If, due to the manifestation (of spatial and temporal) distinctions, 
the consciousness of the potter were to be considered to be different (from 
Siva, the universal consciousness), it would have to be placed amongst (the 
other auxiliary causes, such as) the stick or the wheel. (37cd-38ab) 


‘It would have to be placed amongst (the other auxiliary causes, 
such as) the stick or the wheel'. The sense is that (consciousness would be) 
just an auxiliary cause, like (the potter's) stick. Thus, in that case, the potter 
would not be the direct agent, and so it is proved that 'Siva Himself is 
everywhere the agent’. 


He says that: 


umero ferr fadma: 0 3c 0 
df qu: pia fast: ofa: 1 


tasmád ekaikanirmüne Sivo visvaikavigrahah I 38 Il 
karteti purasah kartrtvabhimano ‘pi vibhoh krtih | 


Therefore, Siva, Whose one body is all things, is the (sole) agent of 
each and every creation (nirmana). Even the individual soul’s presumption 
that he is the agent is the All-pervasive Lord's doing. (38cd-39ab) 


Surely (one may ask), if this is so, how is it that the potter has the 
presumption (to think) that ‘I have made this’, even if he is on the same level as 
(his) stick and the other (auxiliary causes)? With this doubt in mind, he says that 
this, ‘the individual soul's presumption that he is the agent’, is like the (vile) 
low condition of one who is in debt (adhamamabhüva). That (condition) is 
ordained by the Supreme Goddess's power of (causal and karmic) necessity 
(niyati), so that the order (vyavastha) of Dharma and Adharma may also be 
(properly) established. Thus, there is no defect (in this view). It is proved in this 
way that the relationship between cause and effect is just a manifestation 
(abhüsamütra) (of consciousness). 

Thus, the wonderful variety of that (causal relationship) is of many 
kinds in the world, and (as it is taught in) the scriptures etc. Accordingly, he 
says: 


aa wa qune fed: Og 39 0 
aera Gn MÀ fH | 


® As the saying goes, ‘all the universe is action’ (sarvan kriyatmakarn jagat). Every 
moment everywhere in the universe, causes transit into their effects. According to the 
Pratyabhjfia, this activity is sentient action. It is the activity of Siva, the agent of all 
action. In this way, Siva is the ultimate cause of everything, even as he becomes 
everything. 
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ata eva tathabhanaparamarthataya sthiteh | 39 1l 
küryaküranabhàvasya loke Sastre ca citratà | 


Thus, as the true nature of the relationship between cause and 
effect is the manifestation (of the Lord) in this way, (his manifestation, 
both) in the scriptures and in the world, is wonderfully diverse. (39cd-40ab) 


There (in that regard), because it is the main one, he illustrates the 
wonderful variety (of the manifestations of the Lord as the sequence of cause 
and effect found in the) scriptures. 


Varieties of Causal Sequences 


senno WaT woo 
ag q roaa Berd | 


māyāto ‘vyaktakalayor iti rauravasamgrahe | 40 Il 
Sripiirve tu kalatattvad avyaktam iti kathyate | 


According to the Rauravasamgraha, Unmanifest Nature (avyakta) 
and the Force (of limited agency) (kala) (both originate) from Maya,” 
whereas it is taught in the Sripürva (Málinivijayottara) that Unmanifest 
Nature originates from the principle of the Force (of limited agency) 
(kalā).” (40cd-41ab) 


? Abhinava is not actually citing the Rauravasütrasarigraha. Jayaratha obliges us by 
quoting the relevant passage from there and Brhaspati's commentary (vartika) on it, 
which is what Abhinava is actually citing. 

? MV 1/30ab: tata eva kaldtattvad avyaktam asrjat. ‘Then (Maya) generated the 
Unmanifest (Nature) (avyakta) from the principle of the Force (of limited agency).’ 
Quoted in the commentary here and in TAv ad 9/214. See below 9/217-220ab. 
Concerning Maya and Nature (prakrti), see above, 8/272-275, 298cd-337ab and below, 
9/149cd ff. The order of the Kaücukas in PS 17 (see below note 9,392) is not the one 
Abhinava accepts as the standard one which is that found in the MV. He justifies 
differences in the sequencing of these tartvas by saying that emanation is not really 
sequential. Thus, we read in the Tantrasdra: 


atra caisam vastavena pathà kramavandhyaiva uktam eva | kramas ca vidyàrügàdinàm 
vicitro ‘pi h Kka$cid rajyan vetti ko ‘pi vidan rajyate 
bhinnakramanirüpanam api rauravàdisu süstresu aviruddham mantavyam tad eva tu 
bhogyasamanyam praksobhagatam gunatattvam | 


a 


“Here (according to us), it is said that in actual fact, the path (of emanation of 
the kañcukas) is devoid of a (specific) sequence. And (yet,) a sequence is also 
perceived, such that, for example, someone being attached (to some object) knows (it), 
and some (other person) knowing it, is attached (to it). Thus, it is described in a different 
sequence in scriptures such as the Raurava. One should understand that that is not a 
contradiction. (Rather,) what is experiencing is (essentially) the same, that once it has 
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(It is called) Rauravasamgraha (the Summary of the Rauravagama) 
with respect to the extensive Tantra (with that name). As is said there (in the 
Rauravasütrasamgraha): 


"Then (Ananta), the Vidyesa who is the Supreme Lord, having assumed 
office (adhisthaya) over Maya, and having disturbed it with his own rays (of 
energies), emitted the fiery (taijasi) (principle of) the Force (of limited agency) 
(kala). From the principle of the Force (of limited agency) arose the two 
principles of Attachment and (the capacity for limited) Knowledge, and (then) 
from that (tata), the Unmanifest; from that the Lord also emitted the 
Qualities.” 


And here, according to (the commentator,) the venerable Brhaspati, by 
the pronoun tatah (‘from that’) — (where it says) ‘the Unmanifest (arose) from 
that (avyaktarh ca tatas) — refers to Maya. As is said (in his commentary 
(vártika) on the Rauravasamgraha): 


"Unmanifest Nature and the Force (of limited agency) (kala) (originate) 
from Maya,” and from the Force (of limited agency), Attachment (raga) and 
(limited) Knowledge (vidya).’™ 

According to the Sripürva, that is, the venerable Malinivijaya, it is said 
(in a passage) beginning with (the verse that ends with) *. . . . having penetrated 
Maya with (His) energies . . ." (and ending with the verse that begins with) ‘that 
(power of Maya) generated the principle which is the Force (of limited agency) 
(kalatattva) . . . . ^ And ‘then (Maya) generated the Unmanifest (Nature) 
(avyakta) from the principle of the Force (of limited agency). ?* 


been aroused (to manifestation assumes the form of) the principle of the Qualities 
(guna) (of Nature). TSA p. 84 
? Rauravasütrasarigraha 214-15. The last two lines are also quoted in the commentary 
on BhoKal04cd-l05ab. This translation accords with Brhaspati’s explanation. 
Sadyojyotis understands ratah to mean ‘then’, as noted in brackets. See below, 9/217. 
^5 Note that here Abhinava has quoted his source literally. 
?! mayato ‘vyaktakalayoh kalato ragavidyayoh | 

The first half is cited in 9/40c. MV 1/30ab is cited in 9/41ab Below in 9/217, 
Abhinava refers to the interpretation of this statement by Sadyojyotis, who takes ‘tatah’ 
not to mean ‘from that’ but ‘thereafter’. See there. 
^5 These lines are MV 1/25d and 27a. TA 9/147-149ab is a paraphrase of MV 1/24cd-25, 
which is quoted by Jayaratha there and ad 9/61. MV 1/25 is quoted ad 4/131. The full 
passage (i.e. MV 1/24cd-27) says: 


"The desire for worldly experience (bhoga) arises in him by the Lord's will. 
The Lord of Mantra, having penetrated Maya with (His) energies, created the universe 
in order to accomplish a means for worldly experience for one who desires it. (24cd-25) 

And (Maya) is one, all-pervasive, subtle, partless (niskala), receptacle (nidhi) 
of the universe, without beginning and end, (She is) what is other than Siva (asiva), (the 
goddess) Isani (the Governess of the dominion of Maya), who is said to be imperishable. 
(26) 

That (power of Maya) generated the principle which is the power (for limited 
action) (kaldtattva), due to union with which the individual soul came to possess the 
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In this way, Unmanifest Nature is the product of Maya and the Force (of 
limited agency). Such is the wonderful variety of (the manifestations of the Lord 
as the sequence of cause and effect found in the) scriptures. 

Thus, how this has been explained by others, (impelled) by the doubt 
that (the scriptures are) in disagreement, is without purpose (aprayojaka). Thus 
he says: 


ad ws AMERA EFA gov od 
eft aera aff ASAR | 


tata eva nisakhyanat kalibhitad alingakam || 41 Il 
iti vyakhyasmad ukte ‘smin sati nyàye 'tinisphalà | 


So, the explanation (advanced to reconcile this apparent 
contradiction), namely, that the Signless (alinga) (i.e. Unmanifest Nature) 
arises from that which is called the Night (nisa), once it has become the 
Force (of limited agency), is, according to the principle we have just 
outlined, totally futile. (41cd-42ab) 


‘That which is called the Night’ is the principle called Maya. ‘The 
Signless’ is Unmanifest Nature. 
Now he illustrates the variety (of the forms of causality) in the world. 


ore a Waser ASUS: HA: 1 YI 
aie zemmemmmemes afin: d 


loke ca gomayat kitat sankalpat svapnatah smrteh V 42 Il 
yogicchato dravyamantraprabhavades ca vrscikah | 


Again, (as an example of the variety of possible causes that give rise 
to the same effect) in the world, (we can cite the) scorpion who can be born 
from cow dung, a larva, the imagination, a dream, memory, the yogi's will, 
or by the power of (magical) substances (such as jewels or herbs), or 
mantra. (42cd-43ab) 


‘A larva’ means (another) scorpion. It is said (in this way) that the root 
nature (rüpa) of an entity, (even one) manifest externally, is that it is essentially 


capacity (for limited) agency. Then it emitted (the principles of the capacity for limited) 
knowledge (vidya) and attachment (raga).’ (27) 

% MV 1/30ab. The previous verses say: ‘(This limited) knowledge discerns the action 
(karman) of that (individual soul), its effect and instrument (of its activity). Attachment 
(raga) also makes him take pleasure (and be attached) to his own worldly pleasures, 
although they are impure. (Next,) Necessity (niyati) conjoins the individual soul to (the 
fruits of) his own action (karman). (Finally) time, which is fixed (by measures) 
beginning with a moment (turi), also measures out (and conditions) (kalayati) him.’ (28- 
29) 
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only a manifestation (of consciousness) (abhasamátra). (Thus, a scorpion can 
also be born) from ‘the imagination, a dream, memory’, as well as ‘(magical) 
substances', that is, jewels, herbs and the like. The point is that the power of 
jewels, Mantras and herbs is (indeed) inconceivable. Surely (one may object 
that) a scorpion born from cow dung etc. differs from (one born) from (another) 
scorpion. One should not consider that a scorpion that is born from a scorpion is 
just the same as (one born) from cow dung (or something else). This is because 
none disagree that because causes differ, effects differ (also). Nor is it logically 
sound that two entities that in the end (of their production) differ from one 
another are (actually) the same, just because their name is the same. As they 
say: 


*When there is a difference between things that are commonly known as 
the same because, (although they differ, their) names are the same, (one should 
understand) that the means (sadhana) whereby the word and the like (that 
identifies them is selected) is not sound (yukta). (It would be) like (saying that) 
an animal has horns because it is a cow.””” 


He says that: 


AA UG TOs eee 


anya eva sa cet * * * * * * 
‘If (you) were (to object) that this (scorpion) differs (from others). 


(We respond to this objection saying that) this is indeed true. Thus he 
says: 


sse qm gA: | vs 1 


** **** kamam kutascit svavisesatah 43 II 


(We) readily (agree, but only that they differ) to some degree with 
respect to their own specific peculiarities (visega). (43cd) 


There is indeed some difference between scorpions born from (other) 
scorpions or cow dung etc., in their location, time and form etc., due to which 
they differ from one another, however, (this difference) is comparable to that 
(between) scorpions born from (another) scorpion. Common folk perceive a 
difference between manifestation, due to (the differences in their) location, time 
and form etc. 

Thus he says: 


? vastubhede prasiddhasya Sabdasamyad abhedinah | 
na yuktam südhanari gotvad vagadinam visanivat |l 


‘Applying this dictum to the example of the scorpion, it is necessary to 
distinguish between a scorpion born of another scorpion and one from cow dung. 
Calling both of them scorpions is not sufficient to define them, words are necessary to 
distinguish one from the other." 
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"oq wd goers ga 


sa tu sarvatra tulyas tatparámarsaikyam asti tu | 


(Our reply) is that, this is everywhere equally the case, the 
awareness (paramarsa) that (this is a scorpion) is the same (even though 
scorpions differ). (44ab) 


Now, the perception that ‘this is a scorpion’ follows after there, (each 
time a scorpion is perceived, whatever its origin). The same is said here (with 
the words), *the awareness that (this is a scorpion) is the same (even though 
scorpions differ)'. This perception of a scorpion (is not false), it does not take 
place when there (actually) is no scorpion (there). (This is clear,) because there 
is no incoherence (visarváda) (with subsequent perceptions, as there would be 
if the initial perception were to be erroneous). Here (in this case), (this) 
awareness itself is the supreme vital factor (required) to establish that entities 
are the same, even when (their) manifestations differ, because of their being, for 
example, nearby or distant. As is said (in the /svarapratyabhijnà): 


‘The (same) unitary (identity) (ekatva) of entities (remains) unobscured, 
even though there are shades of difference in (their) manifestations due to their 
distance or proximity, whether they are directly perceived or not, whether they 
are external or internal, or (appear variously) due to defects in that which makes 
them manifest (vyafijaka), or even if (they appear) in some other way. This is 
because they primarily manifest (as such) (mukhyabhdsa), which is (recognized) 
by the one (subsequent) reflective awareness (of their identity).’** 

Thus, there is nothing (logically) wrong at all in an effect having more 
than one cause, and so it is well established that the ultimately real nature of the 
relationship between cause and effect is the bare manifestation (übhàsamátra) 


** TPy 2/3/10-11. The scorpions produced by diverse causes may well differ from one 
another to some degree for that reason, but even so, there is a common awareness in 
each case that *this is a scorpion'. This is because it is this that is the primary, common 
manifestation (mukhyabhdsa). Other, secondary manifestations, such as those of 
particulars that serve to distinguish one scorpion from another, are not the focus of the 
reflective awareness that assesses the nature of what is appearing. The two, reflective 
awareness and manifestation, always go together. Thus, a common discerning 
awareness can only be based on a single common manifestation. This principle applies 
to all determinate perceptions. It must be so for them to recognised correctly. Thus, the 
reflective awareness of the common primary manifestation is essentially an act of 
recognition, which is the vivifying basis (anupranaka) of real daily life. Others, such as 
the Advaita Vedanta and several schools of Buddhism, and even most neuroscientists in 
the West, maintain that because we never see the exact same thing, even when 
perceiving one and the same object: identification, which is an essential part of the 
cognitive process, is invariably nothing more than just a mental construct. In other 
words, if scorpions produced by magical means, compared to those born from other 
scorpions, are considered to be unreal, even though they are the same in every other 
respect, the same could be said of anything that appears, for it is invariably subject to 
alteration in one way or another, as illustrated by the examples given in this passage. 
See Abhinava's commentary on these verses, of which this is a condensed summary. 
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(that something is a cause or an effect).” Accordingly, the diversity of the 
teaching concerning the nature of the effect and the sequence (of its production) 
is not (logically) unsound. Thus he says: 


aa Ua aA usw fess: 1 xe d 
TE Wsud Fara Terrassa: | 


tata eva svarüpe ‘pi krame ‘py anyà drsi sthitih | 44 ll 
Sastresu yujyate citrat tathabhavasvabhavatah | 


Therefore, it makes sense that there are various views in the 
scriptures concerning even the essential nature (of a metaphysical 


? This condition an entity possesses of being a cause, and its effect of being an effect, 
appears to the perceiver in such a way that it is apparent to him that the two are related 
to one another in this way. It is a universal common to all causes and effects, whatever 
they may be. A seed is the cause of a sprout, and clay that of a jar. As we have seen, that 
the two invariably follow one another is not by itself sufficient to establish a causal 
relationship between them. The point made here is that they appear to the perceiver as 
such in the first moment of their indeterminate perception, before their individual 
specific nature as a seed or clay is identified. That a cause is a cause is known because 
its specific manifest form with its specifying qualities as, for example, a seed, here at 
this time with its own form, is grounded in the generic manifestation of its appearing. 
This is where the causal status of an entity is perceived, not amongst its particular 
qualities. 

Thus, Abhinava writes as the end of his commentary (vimarSinz) on IP 1/5/8-9: 
übháüsamátram ca samanyam iti nirnesyate | ābhāsamātraviśrānta eva iti karanabhaso 
visesasünyah parigrhita eva bijat ankura iti pratitau | yat yasya niyamam anuvidhatte 
avyatiriktam tat tasya karyam iti pratighatam mrttikadirüpasya hetutadvanmatrasya 
abhasat \\ 


‘As will be explained, ‘bare manifestation’ (abhdsamatra) is a universal. The 
manifestation of a cause rests within (this) bare manifestation. It is perceived devoid of 
specifying qualities, (as happens) in the perception that a sprout (comes from) a seed. 
That which necessarily follows after (the cause in order to arise) and is not separate 
(from it) is its effect, because it is manifest that the clay etc. is for each jar just a cause 
alone (matra) (without further specification)." 


Bhaskari vol. 1, p. 156: abhasamatram — kevalah abhasah, na tu sarvadharmaksepena 
grahanam — - — ābhāsamātraviśrānta eva, na tu parabhimatavyaktivisrantah, iti — ata 
eva hetoh, karandbhasah — indriyagatah upalabdhikaranatabhasah, ---- drstantam aha 
bijat iti, sphutam eva hi bijasyankuram prati karanatvam iti 


"Bare manifestation’ is just the appearing (abhása) (of an entity), not the 
perception along with all the qualities (of what is appearing). - - - The manifestation of a 
cause is the appearance, associated with the senses, of its being the cause of its 
perception. It rests within bare manifestation, not in the manifestation of what is 
considered to be something else. - - - He gives an example ‘from the seed’ (etc.). The 
point is that it is clear that the seed is the cause with respect to the sprout.’ Ibid. vol. 1, 
p. 158: abhüsamátram, na tu mrtkaryatvena sthitam sthülar kim api vastu *'Bare 
manifestation’ is not some gross entity that exists as the effect of the clay." 
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principle) or the order (of its manifestation). This is so because it is brought 
about by the varied (manifestation of consciousness) as being of that 
nature." (44cd-45ab) 


(There are various views) ‘concerning the essential nature (of a 
metaphysical principle)’. For example, mind (manas) is in some places (in the 
scriptures) said to be a cognitive organ of sense (buddhindriya), and in some 
others that it is an inner (mental) organ. It is said that ‘(the sense of) hearing, 
touch, sight, taste, smell and the mind (citta) are the group of (the senses of) 
knowledge.’ And (it is said elsewhere that) ‘the inner (mental organ, consisting 
of the ego, mind and intellect) is three-fold.” 

Again, he (now) presents various views in the scriptures concerning the 
serial order (of the metaphysical principles associated with Maya and the 
individual soul) as the main (difference between them). (He does this now) 
because (this subject) has been introduced by (the preceding discussion 
concerning) the relationship between cause and effect. 


Various Sequences of the Kaficukas 


PARR AA FATT 1 sy odi 
faia ata arena fafa: gar | 
paama sere i ve l 
wor arate mfg. mu: fee: | 
Rara aes mAr: owe di 
gray EE ÀR | 


‘© The tattvas are arranged in a series in which the preceding tattva is the cause of the 
one that follows. Thus, their sequential order relates directly to what they are. The 
sources, which are mostly Siddhantas, do not always agree about this. Specifically, the 
sequential order of the kañcukas is liable to variation. Abhinava solves this problem in 
this way. While the relationship between the two tattvas is universally causal, the 
specific nature of a cause may vary, for the causal status of a cause precedes its 
specification. Moreover, Siva is free to ordain whatever sequence he chooses, just as he 
is free to define the nature of a tattva in other ways. 

Abhinava is careful to maintain the validity of all the Saiva revelation just as it 
is, even though there are inconsistencies within it as, for example, in this case. He 
prefers to say that the differences are an expression of the freedom of consciousness, 
that manifests variously in various circumstances, rather than maintain that this is due to 
varying degrees and forms of ignorance. See above, note 9,91. 

"" Tattvasamgraha by Sadyojyotis v. 7a. The full verse reads: 
antahkaranam trividham cittahankarabuddhinirvacyam | 
utpattir ahankarac cittabahiskaranabhütayoninàm Í| 7 Wl 


"The inner mental organ is threefold, defined as the mind, ego and the intellect. 
From the ego arises the mind, outer (sensory) organs, and the (subtle elements, that are) 
the sources of the gross elements.’ (7) 
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pumragavitkalakalam fünottare kramat | 45 Il 
niyatir násti vairifice kalordhve niyatih srutà | 
purnrágavittrayád ürdhvarn kalaniyatisamputam || 46 ll 
kala mayeti kathitah kramah kiranaSastragah | 

puman niyatyà kàlas ca ragavidyakalanvitah || 47 ll 

ity esa krama uddisto matange paramesvare | 


According to the JZanottara, the principles of the Individual Self, 
Attachment, (limited capacity for) Knowledge, the Force (of limited 
agency), Time and Maya (follow each other) in this order. There is no 
(principle of) Necessity, (whereas) it is said in the Vairifica (ie. the 
Svayambhuva) that Necessity (follows) after Time.'” (45cd-46ab) 

10A bove the triad of the soul, Attachment and (limited capacity for) 
Knowledge comes the couple (sarputa) of Time and Necessity," (followed 
by) the Force (of limited agency) and Māyā. The sequential order 
according to the Kiranasastra"* has thus been stated.” (46cd-47ab) 


102 


Read kdlordhve for kalordhve. Jayaratha disputes this emended reading, effectively 
saying that the reading he has in his main manuscript is kalordhve but he prefers 
kalordhve, which is a reading he has seen in another manuscript. He says that that is 
because in that case, the sequential order found in the Svayambhuva would agree with 
the Kirana. But if that were so, one wonders why Abhinava mentioned this as an 
alternative, possible serial order. 

1 Jayaratha quotes five lines from the Kirana that Abhinava summarizes in TA 9/46cd- 
47ab. These are KiT vidyapada 8/125, 128ab, 130cd and 133ab. 

!' This statement is drawn from KiT 8/128ab, which is quoted by Jayaratha. There is a 
copulative compound in the TÀ, whereas the equivalent in the citation in Vivanti's 
edition is a dual compound. Thus, in the former case, we have the singular 
kalaniyatisamputam; in the latter, the dual kalaniyatyakhyau samputau — ‘the two bowls 
called Time and Necessity’. In the first case, the singular suggests that the two bowls fit 
together to form a capsule, for which the Sanskrit is also sarnputa. The second suggests 
two hemispherical bowls are facing upwards, one above the other. Either way, 
mentioning Time and Necessity together as a pair is significant. Causality, the regularity 
of which Necessity ensures, extends over time, especially Karmic causality, and so they 
are closely linked. 

"5 Read with MS C, in accord with references from the Kiranatantra in the 
commentary: kdlaniyati- and kala mayeti for kalaniyati- and kalo mayeti. 

1% Concerning the various sequential orders of these principles in the Siddhanta, see 
Goodall (1995) intro. p. 19. The order in Svayambhuva (here called Vairifica) is: 1) 
Maya; 2) Kala; 3) Niyati; 4) Kala; 5) Vidya. The Kiranatantra teaches that Purusa, who 
guards of the house of Prakrti, is the first, then comes Attachment (Raga), from which 
arises impure (empirical) Knowledge which deludes beings on lower levels of 
consciousness (pasu), then come Time (Kala) and Necessity (Niyati) as a pair 
(samputa); the Force (of limited agency) (Kala) emerges out of Time (Kala), above 
which is Maya. Obviously, the order is reversed, descending from the experience of the 
principles directly relating to forms of Deity at the Pure level to the dualistic empirically 
defined experience at the Impure level. The downward sequence is recorded in chapter 4 
of the Kiranatantra (verse 18 ff). Ananta stimulates Maya to generate its products, i.e. 
the principles that comprise the Impure Path. As the universal cause, Maya cannot be 
disturbed. However, once it has pervaded phenomenal entities (bhava) beginning with 
Kala, it is liable to being disturbed (18-20). From Maya are generated Kala, Kala, 
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The order taught in the (Matanga)paramesvara'" starts with the 
Individual Self, (associated) with Necessity, then comes Time along with 
Attachment, (the limited capacity for) Knowledge, and the Force (of limited 
agency). (47cd-48ab) 


The Jidnottara is the Sarvajñānottara. As is stated there: 


In reality, the individual soul (purusa) is subtle, eternal and (both) 
manifest and unmanifest." ''^ 


Niyati, Vidya, Raga and Prakrti (tasmat kala trutih samstha bodhini hy abhilásakrt \\ 
süksmam cáto gunds tebhyo buddhir buddher ahamkrtih | 4/22cd-23ab). 
'" Concerning the various sequential orders of these principles in the Siddhanta, see 
Goodall (1995) intro. p. 19. The order in Svayambhuva is: 1) Maya, 2) Kala, 3) Niyati, 
4) Kala, 5) Vidya. Kiranatantra here maintains that Purusa is the guardian of the house 
of Prakrti and is the first, then Attachment, from which arises impure (empirical) 
Knowledge which deludes beings on lower levels of consciousness (pasu), then come 
Kala and Niyati as a mutually dependent pair (sariputa), Kala comes into being out of 
Kala, above which is Maya. Note that the order is reversed in descending from the 
nondual experience at the Suddha level to the dualistic empirically defined experience at 
the Asuddha level. 

The sequence Abhinava accepts, which is found in the MV, also appears in the 
KiT. It appears following a definition of the nature of the individual fettered soul in 1/15 
(quoted below ad 9/145cd-146), where it continues: ‘Kala from Siva joins this impure 
soul. The bound soul’s consciousness is empowered by this (kala), the sphere (of the 
operation of the senses) is made known by vidya, and it is also stained by passion. And 
matter (pradhdnam ca), which consists of the gunas (viz. sattva, rajas and tamas) (is 
joined with the soul). And the soul is bound through its connection with the organs (of 
sense and action), beginning with buddhi [intellect] and with the army (of gross and 
subtle elements). Then by the embrace of binding fate [niyati], it is also bound to that 
(karman) which is itself accumulated. Because of the effect (of Maya), which is the 
division of time, he is deluded in experience by (the sattva of) time. Thus bound with the 
tattva-elements, the (soul that is) naturally enveloped (becomes) partially equipped of 
knowledge, linked to a (gross) body, embraced by experience (generated out) of Maya 
and (thus) absorbed by that (Maya)’ 1/16-19 Translation by Goodall 1998 (pp. 199-211) 
18 Cf, MPA vidyapada, 9/2 ff.; 9/15; 10/1 ff.; 11/2 ff.; 12/1 ff.; 13/1 ff.; 14/1 ff. 
'® Sarvajfiünottara IFP T. no. 334 copied from MS D. 5550 of the GOML Chennai. The 
e-text is on the Muktabodha website. These references are from the Kriyüpáda. The 
context in which the sequence of these tattvas are presented is a description of the world 
orders and their resident and presiding deities. As Abhinava says, the series begins with 
1) Purusa (10/96-102ab). Then come the Enclosures (üvarana) of the worlds of 2) 
attachments (Raga) (10/102cd-1 10ab), 3) limited noetic subjectivity (Vidya) (10/110cd- 
118ab), 4) limited agency (Kala) (10/118cd-126ab) and 5) time (Kala) (10/126-132ab), 
followed by 6) the principle of Maya (10/132cd ff.) (transcript p. 66-69). Out of these, 
Jayaratha has chosen four, namely Purusa, Kala, Kala and Maya. Although he has 
omitted two of them, he has taken care, as he should, to maintain their serial order as it 
is in the text. The beginning of the first entry reads in the transcript sthitva tu — ‘having 
abided' for vastutah — ‘in reality’. In 10/118cd, 132cd, the transcript reads the deviant 
atordhvam for the correct ata ürdhvari — ‘above that’ of the printed edition of the TAv. 
1) sthitva tu purusah süksmo vyaktàvyaktah sanatanah | 
utpádayati satvani bhavabhütàni caiva hi | 97 Il 
2) atordhvam tu bhaved anyat ragdvaranasamjnakam M 102 \\ 
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"Above that is another, which is termed the enclosure (avarana) of the 
Force (of limited agency) (kala).”!'' 

*O Guha, above that is another, namely, the enclosure of Time. 

"Above that is another, namely, the principle of Maya, which is very 
hard to cross." '* 


2 


"The principle of Necessity is absent' in (the teaching of) the 
Sarvajfianottara, because it is not mentioned (there). Vairifica is the 
Svayambhuvagama. As is stated there: 


‘The principle of Time, which is located on those two planes, (emerges 
first) from the principle of Maya. The Well Established (Sarnstha) is (located) 
on another (plane). Again, similarly, the Force (of limited agency) (Kala) 
(comes next), and then (the limited capacity for) Knowledge (Vidya) also.'''^ 


3) atastradhvarn bhaved anyad vidyavaranasamjnakah V 110 \\ 

4) atordhvam tu bhavedanyat kalavaranasamjiiakam M 118 |l 

5) ata ürdhvari bhaved anyat kalasyavaranam guha M 126 M 

6) atordhvam tu bhaved anyan mayàtatvam sudustaram | 132 Vl 

10 SJñā Kriyapada 10/97ab. The following line reads: utpádayati satvani bhavabhatani 
caiva hi | ‘It generates living beings, the fettered state (bhava) and the gross elements." 
11 SJñā Kriyapada 10/118cd. p. 68 of the transcript of the Sarvajfanottara. 

'" bid. Kriyapada 10/126cd. p. 68 of the transcript of the Sivajfanottara. 

"8 Ibid. Kriyapada 10/132cd. p. 69 of the transcript of the Sivajfanottara. 

' The serial order of these principles in the Svayambhuva is Maya > Time > Necessity 
> Kala > Vidya. 

The first four chapters of vidyapada of the Svayambhuvagama (called 
Svayambhuvasiitra-samgraha in the colophons) along with the commentary by 
Sadyojyotis have been published and translated by Filliozat (see bibliography). This 
verse is not found there. However, it is found in IFP T No. 39 in chapter 36, which is the 
fourth chapter of the Svayambhuvasitrasamgraha. |t is numbered 36/28 in the 
transcript. A is the variant reading noted in the transcript, which is drawn from an 
unnamed source. It reads there: 


müyáthaksà kdlatadvastu samsthitàs tat padadvaye [A : màyüdhah kálatatvam tu 
samsthitam tatpadadvaye] | 
niyati§ ca pare ‘nyasmin [A : pare hy asmin) kala vidya tatah punah || 28 Il 


‘The principle of Time, which is located on those two planes, is below Maya. 
And Necessity is (located) on the other, subsequent (plane), then again (next come) the 
Force (of limited agency) (kala) and (limited) Knowledge.” 


The Sanskrit of this verse quoted in the TÀv reads: 


mayatattvat kalatattvam samsthitam tatpadadvaye | 
samsthanyasmin kala tadvad vidyapy evar tatah punah [ch, ñ: puram) I 


Note that Jayaratha states that the commentators explain that Well Established 
(sarhsthā) is the principle of Necessity (niyati), whereas the reading in the transcript 
states that directly. 
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The commentators explain that (the principle of) Necessity (niyati) is 
called Well Established (Sarnstha) because it establishes well, that is, induces 
(niyacchati) the individual souls into having their (own particular) worldly 
experiences (bhoga) (as a consequence of their Karma). Here (according to the 
Kiranatantra), Time is encapsulated, coupled (sariputa) by Necessity (which 
follows after). One should accept the reading I myself have seen in an old 
manuscript? namely, ‘kala’ (instead of kála- ‘Time’), otherwise it would 
disagree with the teaching (artha) of the Kiranatantra.''^ As is stated there: 


"There one should know the individual soul, who is the guardian of the 
house of Fundamental Nature (pradhdna). Moreover, (born) from the principle 
of Attachment is the one called Knowledge. Impure, it deludes fettered souls." 

"Then (above that) is the couple (sarnputa) called Time and Necessity, 
that is a hundred thousand times (more extensive). !'* 

"(Beyond) the principle of Time is the Force (of limited agency), which 
is an enclosure (that extends) for a thousand million (leagues) (Jaksayuta). 

“Above that is Maya, that extends (beyond) what is below it ten million 
times (more). "^ 


The sequence (of the principles of) ‘Necessity’ (and the rest) are taught 
(in the Matangaparamesvaratantra) in the proper order, that is to say, according 
to the sequence of emanation,'*' (whereas in the Kiranatantra they are listed in 
the sequence of withdrawal). As is stated there, beginning with: 


"(The impure creation begins) when the Knot which is Maya is 
disturbed by the Lord Ananta...''? 

*..similarly, the insentient (acetaná) energy manifests by the union of 
Maya and the individual soul." 


"5 Read kale 
jaratpustakadrstah. 

"© The sequence taught in these verses of the Kirana in the ascending order is — 
Pradhana > Purusa > Attachment > Impure Knowledge > the couple of Time and 
Necessity > Force of (limited agency) > Maya. 

10 KiT 1/8/125. 

!'5 KiT 1/8/128ab. 

!? KiT 1/8/130cd. 

?? KiT 133ab. Vivanti's edition reads kotirn vyápya sthita hy adhah — "having extended 
for ten million (leagues), it is located below" for koridhà vyápya sápy adhah — ‘extends 
(beyond) what is below it ten million times (more)." 

'"' According to the Márangaparamesvara, the downward serial order is Maya + Purusa 
> Kala > Vidya > Raga > Kala > Niyati. Abhinava presents them here in the reverse, 
that is, in the ascending order of withdrawal, which is their order of presentation in 
chapter eight of the vidyapada of the Kiranatantra. 

'? MPA vidydpada 9/2ab. The next line says: ‘Then by its own permutation (vikāra) it 
makes the extensive universe.” 

'? Tbid. vidyápáda 9/15a. Read with the printed edition of the MPA, vyajyate ‘cetana 
kala for vyajyate cetanà kala. Ramakantha explains that: ‘Just as a sprout arises by the 
conjunction of the grain of rice and the integument etc., in the same way the insentient 


evam mayaiva jaratpustake drstah for kalety evam dtmaiva 
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‘Now, that individual soul (amu), desirous of worldly enjoyment, 
initially differentiated (kalita) by the (principle of) limited agency (kala) from 
the cosmic ocean (of Maya), came to possess a small amount (anu) of 
knowledge (vijndnam) (of the object of enjoyment), due to (the principle of) 
limited knowledge (Vidya), on the basis of power of limited agency (kala).’ '* 

‘From that desire (generated by limited knowledge), attachment (raga) 
in a subtle form arises, with which the enjoyer of worldly experience, intent on 
worldly experience, is quickly (and intensely) coloured (with desire). 

‘Now, in due order, comes (the turn of the principle of) time, due to 
which the subtle (individual soul) by the perception (generated) by the 
(previous) three coverings in association with Siva's power, is measured out in 
time (kalyate)." "^ 

‘Now, O tiger amongst the sages, the power that (constrains and) 
regulates, of (the Lord Who is the universal) cause and Whose radiant light is 
unlimited, emerges along with the principle of the individual soul." 

‘Now (comes) the teaching concerning the principle of the individual 
soul that has approached (the body, which) is the foundation of its own (worldly 
experience). 


Thus, it has been thoroughly proved that there are various views 
concerning the serial order (of these principles), and so this has not been 
explained in detail. 

Now he continues with the main point. 


A Description of the Sequence of the Principles"? (rattvakramanirüpana) 
arena TA zebemafenp gp xe 
agora aia A: PORATA, |d 


energy of Maya and the individual soul arise because of the relationship between the 
enjoyer and the object of enjoyment, the instrumental cause of which is Karma.’ 

"* MPÀ vidyapada 10/1. Read with the printed edition of the MPA, athanoh for ity 
anoh and bubhuksor vidyabhavat for bubhuksor vidyabhavat. 

?5 Ibid, vidyapada 11/2. 

1% Tid. vidyāpāda 12/1. Read with the printed edition of the MPA, kalah kramat 
praptah for kalakramapràptah Edition reads kalpyate for kalyate. 

'? Thid. vidyāpāda 13/1. Read with the printed edition of the MPA, saha tattvena 
sarpita instead of satattvena samarpita. 

yapada 14/lab. 

'? Causality is discussed in [svarapratyabhijiakarika 2/4. The serial development and 
order of the Tartvas is discussed in the chapter that follows immediately after, that is, in 
TP 3/1. Clearly, Abhinava is following the form and order of presentation laid out in the 
TP. He continues to do so here in Chapter Ten that follows and begins with an exposition 
of the seven perceivers arranged along the gamut of the principles. Accordingly, he calls 
the topic ‘tattvabhedanam’ — the Division of the Principles, which is the title of Chapter 
Ten. Although the form of the presentation follows the MV, Abhinava follows the serial 
order of the topics found in the IP, which deals with the levels of perceivers in 3/2, and 
the topic also associated with it by Abhinava, namely the states of waking etc.; although 
again, he does so from the perspective of the MV. 
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karyakaranabhaviye tattve itthara vyavasthite || 48 || 
Sripiirvasastre kathitam vacmah karanakalpanam | 


Now that the true nature of the relationship between cause and 
effect has thus been established, we will explain the (progressive) formation 
(kalpana) of the causes (in the form of the series of metaphysical 
principles), as described in the Sripirvasastra (i.e. the Malinivijayottara). 
(48cd-49ab) 


(He refers to the) Málinivijayatantra because the application (pravrtti) 
of this book has that (scripture) as its authority. The formation of the causes 
here (in this case) is with reference to (each) metaphysical principle (in the 
series of thirty-six). (This subject) ultimately has that as its field of application 
(visaya), because the division (of the principles) is (the subject) that (we have) 
set out (to discuss). Thus, the occasion has come to (discuss) the object of 
inquiry, namely, a description of the sequence of the principles, which was 
announced in the enunciation (of the topics of the Tantráloka at the end of 
Chapter One). This can be gathered from the coherence of the purport (of the 
text). He says just that: 


The Five Pure Principles 


fira: zar: wswRegRnR. uve d 
areata tar esd | 


Sivah svatantradrgrüpah paricasaktisunirbharah || 49 || 
svatantryabhasitabhida paficadha pravibhajyate | 


Siva, whose nature is free discerning consciousness (svatantradrg)'” 
and is full (to overflowing) with five powers, manifesting (the domain) of 
duality by (the power of) His freedom, is divided into five. (49cd-50ab) 


(Siva) ‘is free discerning consciousness’. This discerning 
consciousness is free because it is not in need of anything else. The meaning is 
that its ‘nature’ is wanting in nothing. Thus it is ‘full (to overflowing) with 
five powers’, in other words, it is said to be complete (and perfect in all 
respects) (piirna). 


'9? “Discerning consciousness’ is a tentative translation of the word dRs that accords 
with its present context. The relevant dictionary definitions of the word according to 
MW include: to see, i.e. wait on, visit, to see with the mind, learn, understand. to notice, 
care for, look into, try, examine, to see by divine intuition, think or find out, compose, 
contrive (hymns, rites, etc.), seeing, viewing, looking at knowing, discerning look, and 
appearance. 

13! The word ‘niraSarisa’ more literally means ‘expecting nothing’. Bhaskarakantha 
explains the meaning of this word as ‘it is devoid of need (for anything), because it is 
full (perfect and complete). nirasarisat — parnatvenakamksarahitad Bhaskari vol. 1, p. 
6. 
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He explains (this) five-fold division. 


PERSIA WNEZCNd: 11 Go |i 
feras wars | 


cidànandesanàjfiánakriyanam susphutatvatah | 50 || 
SivaSaktisadeSanavidyakhyam tattvaparicakam | 


As (the powers) of consciousness, bliss, will, knowledge and action 
become (progressively) clearly evident, (they manifest) as the group of five 
principles called Siva, Sakti, Sadaéiva, lévara and Pure Knowledge 
(respectively). (50cd-51ab) 


The same is stated (in the following verse): 

"The Great Lord, Whose body consists of the (powers of) 
consciousness, bliss, will, knowledge and action, is (seemingly) transformed 
(vivartate) into the categories of the (metaphysical) principles." 


Again: 

iva) makes manifest the plane of the (pure) principles, which is the 
state of Siva, Sakti and SadaSiva, and consists of I$vara and (Suddha) Vidya, by 
the differentiated state (vibhaktabhàva) of (Siva's) five powers. ™? 


Surely (someone may ask), here (according to this view), because 
everything is of the nature of all things, the nature of each power is all the 
powers, and so how is it that (this) group of five principles has been described 
in terms of each individual power (rather than all of them collectively)? Thus he 
Says: 


wea quise adage uero 
Wor uo Fal Fe | 
ekaikatrapi tattve ‘smin sarvaSaktisunirbhare || 51 Il 
tattatprüdhànyayogena sa sa bhedo nirüpyate | 


Although each one of these principles is full of all the powers, they 
are differentiated from one another according to which one of them 
predominates. (51cd-52ab) 


'According to which one of them', that is, (the powers) of 
consciousness, bliss and the rest, (predominate). "?1) Here (according to this 


'? This verse is quoted in TSA p. 73 note 18. 
13 Jayaratha now describes the progressive development of the five pure reality levels — 
tattvas — distinguished from one another according to the degree and modality in which 
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teaching), Siva, who is pure consciousness, is indeed supreme (and transcendent 
- para). Although he has no need (nirarisa), because (of His) (all-embracing) 
plenitude, desiring to manifest externally out of the greatness of His innate 
freedom, in accord with the hierarchy of the wonder of (His) supreme bliss, 2) 
He initially shines forth on the plane of Sakti, in the form of the reflective 
awareness (of pure) ‘I’ (ahari). 

3) After that, he manifests the two branches (sakhd) of reflective 
awareness, namely ‘I am’ and ‘(all) this’ (aham idam). If, when the ‘I’ aspect 
predominates there as pure consciousness alone, the Supreme Lord generates 
the ‘this’ aspect, then because (its) purview (visaya) is the aggregate of 
phenomena (bhavarasi) which has just (barely) unfolded, like the faintly traced 
outline of a picture, it is not clearly (manifest in a differentiated form). Thus, it 
is the principle of Sadasiva, (in which) the power of the will is predominant, 
and (corresponds to the inner experience of consciousness that) ‘I am (all) this’. 

4) Again, when the aggregate of phenomena has become clearly evident 
(within consciousness) (sphutibhüta), and the ‘this’ aspect predominates, if it is 
posited (nişiñcati)™ in the ‘I’ aspect, it is then the Iévara principle, (in which) 
the power of knowledge is predominant. (‘I’ corresponds to the experience that) 
‘(all) this am I’. Thus, although the (subjective) reflective awareness of ‘I’ 
(aharivimarsa) remains the same, there is a difference here in the (objective) 
‘this’, according to whether it is pure or impure. "^ 

5) Then again, when the subjective aspect (ahamarisa) pours forth as 
present within pure consciousness and the objective aspect manifests associated 
with the aggregate of phenomena within which duality (bheda) has developed, 
(then) the reflective awareness (arises) of ISvara. He is like the one (reality) of 
those who maintain that there is nonduality of duality (bhedadvaita). (It is the 


subject and object are experienced as one within consciousness. The numbers indicate 
the reality level Jayaratha is describing. 

' We have observed many times that the everything that is be made manifest abides 
initially within consciousness at one with the intention to make it so. It is then in an 
‘unclear’ (asphuta) state and will become progressively more ‘clear’ and evident as it 
progresses through the stages, marked by the successive coming into play of the 
energies of consciousness, as the higher pure principles unfold, leading to its complete 
external manifestation as differentiated, specific, individual entities. Thus, because the 
‘mass of phenomena’ is at this stage ‘unclear’, it corresponds to the reality level and 
metaphysical principle (tattva) called Sadasiva. 

'S nisificati literally means ‘sprinkles’, and by extension, 'consecrates' . 

1% Cf. IPv on 3/1/3 (Bhà 2 p. 223) idambhavasya tu dhyamaladhyamalatakrio visesah 
‘Pure’ objectivity is experienced as one within consciousness. This is its state at the 
level of Sadasiva, in which the experience is ‘I am this’. The objective ‘this’ aspect is 
experienced as the subjective ‘I’. A step down, at the level of Isvara, objectivity 
becomes primary, and so the experience is ‘this am I’. In other words, here the subject is 
identified with the object, whereas at the higher level the object is identified with the 
subject. Thus, at this level, objectivity, although still one with the subject, is more 
distinctly experienced as separate from it and differentiated within itself. Thus, as 
duality has developed within it, it is said to be ‘impure’. The subjective pole remains 
unchanged, ensuring the essential nonduality at both levels, which are thus 
distinguishable only on the basis of the state of the objective polarity. See above, note 
on TÀv ad 4/140 and Jayaratha TĀv ad 6/39cd-40ab and note. 
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experience) that ‘I am (all) this’ (and ‘all this am I’, in which the two polarities 
are the same level.) like the pans of an evenly weighted balance." That is the 
principle of (Pure) Knowledge, in which the power of action is predominant. 

This is the difference (vibhaga) (between these reality levels). Although 
this is the one compact (uninterrupted) lordship of Supreme Siva Himself, even 
so, to the degree that He acts, intent on turning outwards (bahiraumukhyena), 
(first) the principle of Sakti (forms), and in the same way, the principle of (Pure) 
Knowledge within Sadasiva and lévara. (Abhinava) himself has said (the 
following) elsewhere, with the same intention: 


‘Salutation to the nondual All, the nature of which is Supreme Siva and 
Sakti, which initially makes (the supreme) ‘I’ manifest from the (Absolute 
unmanifest reality, which) is devoid of want (nirasarisat),'* full (and perfect), 
and then appears in two aspects and, desiring to differentiate its own power 
from its own innate (nondual nature), unfolds (unmesa) (by looking outwards), 
extends (prasarana) (by moving through undefined phenomena), withdraws (by 
being established in itself), and abides (resting in its own nature, full of 
bliss)." 


Surely, if duality is possible in this way here in the supreme nature also, 
how can its own nature, which is the unlimited, supreme light (of consciousness, 
continue) to abide (as it is)? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


aR earache fw: 1142 1 
Radei stia | 


tathā hi svasvatantratvaparipürnatayà vibhuh | 52 II 
nihsamkhyair bahubhi rüpair bhaty avacchedavarjanat | 


'? Cf. Dyczkowski 1987: 85: ‘The universe is the wonderful variety (vicitrata) of Siva's 
nature, created by Him when He reflects on Himself and thinks ‘I am diverse’. Siva 
contemplates none other than Himself, whether He knows Himself as the multiplicity of 
things or as their undivided source. At one with Siva, the enlightened yogi recognises 
that the expansion (unmesa) of the universe of diversity coincides with the expansion of 
his own undivided consciousness, that appears ‘as the dawning of absolute reality to the 
exclusion of the external world. Thus, the two phases [the first corresponding to the 
Sadasiva principle and the second to Igvara] in the pulse of consciousness coincide. 
Oscillating like pans of an evenly weighted balance, they are perfectly equivalent.’ 

?* Although the reading nirasamsat ‘from the one devoid of want’ (see above, note 
9,131) is the same in the printed edition of the IPv, in the edition which includes 
Bháskara's commentary, we find the reading nirábhàsát ‘from the unmanifest'. 

19 This is the opening verse — (mangalasloka) of ^ Abhinavagupta's 
Iévarapratyabhijfiàvimarsini. ^ Bhaskarakanatha strongly criticises Jayaratha's 
understanding of this verse. As we can see from Jayaratha’s commentary, and Bhaskara 
correctly reports, the ‘two aspects’ (dvisakha) are, according to him, subject (aham) and 
object (idam). However, Bhaskara contends, offering convincing reasons, that they are 
Siva and Sakti. 
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The All-pervasive Lord, who is perfectly full by virtue of His 
inherent freedom, manifests, devoid as He is of limitation, in countless 
forms. (52cd-53ab) 


Siva, who is supreme, manifests in countless, limited forms as living 
beings (bhiita), phenomena (bhava) and the worlds etc., having set aside 
(varjayitva) (all) limitation within his own nature. The meaning is that His 
nature is the unlimited, supreme light (of consciousness), because, even so, his 
previous nature (prior to manifesting in this way) is not lost (pracyuta). 


Surely (someone may object) that it was said (before) that a 
metaphysical principle (tattva) is the pervasive presence of a single nature in 
many places (anekatra)."' How is that (so) here (in this case)? 


The Five Pure Subjects 


MET: CHEST TACT HATIA: H3 di 
Temp za AJA: et Wu UU: ATT | 
wafer mt nfs wem umero uy gi 
weg Tage were | 


Sambhavah śaktijā mantramahesà mantranayakah || 53 Il 
mantra iti visuddhah syur ami pañca ganah kramat | 
svasmin svasmin gane bhati yad yad rüpari samanvayi | 54 ll 
tad esu tattvam ity uktam kalagnyader dharadivat | 


The Divine (Sambhava) (subjects), those Born of Power (saktija), the 
Great Lords of Mantra, the Lords of Mantra and the Mantras'^ — these are 
the five groups of pure (subjects), in due order. Whatever be the inherent 
nature (rüpa) that shines in its own respective group in conjunction (with 
it) is said to be the (particular) tattva amongst these ones. As is (for 
example) the Earth (principle, that extends through all its worlds), starting 
with Kalagni. (53cd-55ab) 


(The tattva) ‘amongst these ones’, that is, the five principles begii 
with Siva. What is their corresponding group? With this doubt in mind, it 
that the Divine (Sambhava) and the rest are ‘these five groups’, ‘in due order’. 
Thus, the Divine (subjects) are within the Siva principle and so on up to the 
Mantra (subjects), within the principle of (Pure) Knowledge, respectively.'^* 


' Concerning this triad, see above, note to 8/1 Scd-16ab. 

141 Cf, above, TÀv intro to 9/2. 

'? Concerning these perceivers, see above, 1/77-80 and 4/230 and notes, 9/90cd ff. and 
103. 9/138 ff., 10/3 ff. 10/127cd ff. and commentary. 

! The five types of subjects experience the corresponding reality levels (tattva) on 
which they reside. Thus, the Divine (saribhava) subjects experience Sivatattva, those 
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The Divine (subjects) are those who belong to Sambhu, who is the Supreme 
Light. All existing things (bhava), that is, the world-orders and the rest, have 
each attained a state of oneness (tadátmyavrtti) with their corresponding (reality 
level), because otherwise it would not be (logically) possible (for them to shine 
with) the supreme illuminating (light). As was stated before: 

"The supreme (universal) nature (rapa), that is permeated without a 
break (nivida) by the Light (of consciousness) shines within (the worlds) we 
have discussed with their many varieties. Associated (anvita) (and inherent 
within) them (as their common nature), it is Deity who is Siva, the one 
(reality). 


(The subjects) Born of Power (saktija) are Anasrita and the rest. The 
MantramaheSa (subjects) have been explained before. So too in this way, within 
the Self of the Mantramahesas etc. in their own two categories (there are the two 
principles described in the following verse from the /svarapratyabhijüa). 

‘However, the principle called Sadasiva (sadakhya) (arises) first of all 
due to the prominence (udreka) of the internal state (ie. the power of 
knowledge). Then comes the (principle) of Parameésvara (i.e. I$varatattva), when 
the external state predominates.” '** 


For the reason stated here and elsewhere, the form (of consciousness) 
that manifests in consonance with the coming to prominence of the inner state 
(and then the external state) etc., is said here, with reference to that, that they are 
the principles of Sadásiva and Isvara. It is not with reference to the presiding 
deity (at these reality levels). This is because Siva’s state (sivatva) always 
(sada) shines as the inner form (of universal consciousness), and the Iévara 
(principle) as the outer form. In this same way, Brahma and the rest (of the 
causal deities) would also be counted as separate principles (tattva). Otherwise 
(if this were not so), because they are not different from the causal states (over 
which they preside as deities), they would possess two opposite natures 
(ardhajátiya) (by asserting that they are also tattvas).'* Again, if that were to be 
so, the undesirable consequence would be that a king, even if he be the lord of 
all the earth, would be a separate reality (tattva) (from the earth and its 
creatures) because he governs the earth, and that is not so. Thus, what has been 
said is logically sound (yukta).'*” 


Born of Power (saktija), Saktitattva, the Great Lords of Mantra, Sadasivatattva, the 
Lords of Mantra, [évaratattva and the Mantra subjects Suddhavidyatattva. 

' Above, 9/2ab. 

‘STP 3/12. 

"© ardhajatiya is the maxim — nydya — of ‘being half aged" (ardhajaratanyaya), that 
indicates that it is impossible for two opposite and conflicting qualities to reside in the 
same substance, or combining two opposite attributes in a single individual at the same 
time, just as person cannot be simultaneously both young and old. 

17 Sadasiva is Siva shining inwardly, while Isvara is His shining forth externally. 
Sivatattva etc. must not be confused with presiding deities of the Tattva. Sivatattva etc. 
represent various states of being of the One Light in all its degrees of self-awareness, 
according to the extent that experience is internalized within consciousness, and so one 
with it. Thus, it includes all the manifestations associated with it, including the 
corresponding perceivers and Lords associated with each tattva. 
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He says that: 


The Six Causes Are Not Tattvas 


TW wememenmmeis fasa: ds dd 
erat fatanrgersnitegen: | 

wen Para: yea TWAT g I 
weary Venp uer sft FT TA: | 
Taam Raa 11 ue di 
veh arias mud 

sft mper sam "fori afe ao ue odd 
"rem fraa dfe | 


TM TAHOMA: eek TI TT Iug di 


tena yat prahur akhyanasadrsyena vidambitah | 55 Il 
guriipasam vinaivattapustakabhistadrstayah | 

**brahmà nivrttyadhipatih prthak tattvam na ganyate | 56 || 
sadasivadyds tu prthag ganyanta iti ko nayah | 
brahmavisnuharesanasusivanasritatmani 57 Il 

satke karanasamjne ‘rdhajaratiyam iyam kutah | 

iti tanmülato dhvastam ganitam na hi karanam | 58 || 

yathà prthivyadhipatir nrpas tattvantaram na hi | 

tathà tattatkalesanah prthaktattvantaram katham || 59 ll 


There are those who, without serving (and listening closely to) a 
teacher, have culled from books their own chosen views. Misled by the 
similarity of names, they ask why Sadāśiva™ and the rest should be 
counted separately, if Brahma, the Lord of the power of Cessation 
(nivrtti), is not considered to be a separate principle. Again, (they ask) the 
reason for this contradictory (presence in one thing of two different 
natures), in the case of the group of six termed ‘causes’ (karana), that is, 
Brahmi, Visnu, Hara (i.e. Rudra), [sana (i.e. Iévara), Susiva (i.e. Sadāśiva) 
and Anàárita.'^" (Those who advance such objections are, for the reasons 
stated above, radically refuted. A ‘cause’ is not counted (among the 
metaphysical principles). Just as a king, the lord of the earth, is not a 


"8 Sadasiva is the name of a metaphysical principle (rattva), as well as that of one of the 
causal principles (karana), concerning which see above, 6/185cd-192ab. 

' See below, TA 11/51-53 and note 11,104, for a chart of the five Forces (kala), of 
which Cessation (nivrti) is the first. They are five spheres of energy that encompass 
sections of the thirty-six principles. Each one is governed by a presiding deity, called a 
Lord of a Causal Principle (karanesvara), as listed. For more details of these deities 
which are a common feature of Saiva cosmologies, see above notes 1,232 and 570. 

!% See above, note 8,25, for a chart of the domains of the Causal Forces. 
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reality separate (fattva) (apart from the earth). Similarly, how can the 
Lords of a particular sphere of energy (kala) be considered to be (another) 
reality (tattva), separate (from it)? (55cd-59) 


"The similarity of names’, by the similarity of the name Sadasiva (of 
the Causal Deity and the principle). 


The Pure Path 
wed vais Yatra wfemmmd | 
a Wafers segnem i &o odi 


tad evam paficakam idam $uddho ‘dhva paribhasyate | 
tatra sākşāc chivecchaiva kartryabhasitabhedikà | 60 Il 


That group of five principles is in this way termed this ‘Pure Path’. 
There Siva's will acts directly to differentiate the manifested. (60) 


The Impure Path Emitted by Aghoresa 


Surely (one may ask), if this is so, (then) who is the agent on the impure 
path? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


MENATA ET, | 
afar: gae Rui 1 Eg di 


isvarecchavasaksubdhabhogalolikacidganan | 
sarhvibhuktum aghoresah srjatiha sitetaram 61 Il 


Here (according to our teachings), Aghoresa emits the Impure Path 
in order to provide worldly experience to those sentient beings whose 
craving for worldly experience (bhogalolika)'"' has been aroused by the 
Lord's will.'* (61) 


(The craving for this lower creation) is ‘aroused’ by the will of the 
‘Lord’ mentioned previously, who is pure freedom. 


151 Cf. BhoKa 3: ‘The craving for worldly experience arises for those sentient souls who, 
due to (their) Impurity, have been reduced by the Lord (to being propense to worldly 
experience) within the sphere of phenomenal existence, in accord with the condition of 
(their) Karma.’ See below 9/62, TAv ad 9/64, also 9/84cd-86, 143, 225 and 13/78-79. 

'? See below, 9/143 and 225. AghoreSa, also called Anante$a or Ananta, is the form of 
Siva that creates the impure levels of reality within the domain of Maya, of which it is 
the first principle, just below the five ‘pure’ principles generated directly by Siva 
Himself. 
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‘The disturbance (ksobha) (brought about by) this (Impurity) called 
‘craving’ (lolika) is its clearly evident propensity (aunmukhya) to act as a 
concomitant cause (of Karmic impurity). That too is due to the lord’s will. 


In accord with this teaching, imparted further ahead, the craving for 
worldly experience is propense to (act as a) concomitant cause of the Impurity 
of Karma. It is the (fundamental) Impurity of the individual soul (dnavamala), 
the nature of which is craving (abhilasa). Those that have this kind (of 
Impurity) are sentient beings, that is, those whose Self is contracted. "Aghoresa 
emits the Impure Path in order to provide worldly experience' by 
establishing a means for each one of their worldly experiences. ‘Here’ 
(according to our teachings), Aghoresa, who is the first of the 
Mantramahesvaras, elsewhere called Ananta, ‘emits the Impure Path'. This 
means that he makes it manifest externally as the wonderful diversity that 
extends from the Force (of limited agency) down to Earth, heralded by the 
arousal of Maya. (It is said in the Mdlinivijayottara): 


"The desire for worldly experience (bhoga) arises in that (soul) by the 
Lord’s will. (Then,) the Lord of Mantra, having penetrated Maya with (His) 
energies, created the universe in order to accomplish the means of worldly 
experience for one who desires it.’ 55 


Again — 
‘Siva is the agent on the Pure Path, and Ananta is said to be the lord on 
the impure one." 5 


Surely (one may ask), 


"The (binding) Impurity of all transmigrating beings (bhavin), starting 
with the gods, is of three kinds. There also (amongst them), it is the one 
(Impurity) of Karma alone that is the principal cause of transmigratory 
existence.” 


According to this teaching, although Impurity is everywhere (said to be) 
of three kinds, it is (the Impurity) of Karma which is primarily the cause of 


'5! Below, 9/143. 

' TA 9/147 abc: ‘the impurity of these souls violently awakened by the Lord's will." 
5 MV 1/24cd-25. Also quoted ad 9/147-149a araphrased below as 9/148-149ab. See 
note there. MV 1/25d is quoted in in TÀv ad 4/131, The previous two lines from the 
MV are quoted below in 9/120cd-121ab. 

'* Kiranatantra vidyapada 3/26cd. Quoted above, TĀv ad 1/1 (first quarter) and 8/331- 
332 (330cd-332ab), and below TÀv ad 10/224cd-225ab, 13/113cd-114ab. 

'S TP 3/2/10. Read with the printed edition and MSs Ñ and Th bhavinarh for bhavinarn. 
The second line is also quoted below in TÀv ad 13/104. Utpaladeva explains in his vrtti: 
‘(All the living beings that are) subject to transmigration, starting with the gods up to 
immobile (plants), have three Impurities. (Of these,) it is (the Impurity) of Karma alone 
that instigates transmigratory existence.” 
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transmigratory existence. Here, however, craving (Jolika) is said to be the cause 
of creation. How is that? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


The Nature of Mala 
appt wife um Fett frenum | 
api wo umfsedfsser 1&2 d 


anünàm lolikà nàma niskarma yabhilasita | 
apürnarimanyatájfünam malam sávacchidojjhità | 62 |l 


The greed (lolika) to which individual souls are subject is an 
(intense) objectless (niskarma) craving. It corresponds to the perception 
(they have of themselves) as incomplete (apirnamanyata). This is the 
(fundamental) Impurity of (their spiritual) ignorance, (which is purely 
generic and) devoid of (any specific) limiting (referent). (62) 


The (intense) craving to which individual souls are subject is 
‘objectless’, because it is not (an actual) action (directed at a goal); (rather, it is) 
just desire alone, and because it does not a have a fixed object (visaya), it is 
‘greed’ ‘devoid of (any) specific limiting (referent)’; that is, (it is just the 
sense) of need (they feel) within themselves. Thus, ‘it corresponds to the sense 
they have of themselves as incomplete’, and so it is ‘the ignorance’, that is, 
contracted knowledge, due to the ignorance of (their own) nature as full (and 
complete) knowledge (i.e. consciousness). Thus, as that which conceals one’s 
own nature, it is (said to be binding) Impurity (mala) (that is defined in the 
following lines). 


‘This, the Impurity which pertains directly to the individual soul 
(anavam malam) brought about by the obliteration (of the knowledge) of one's 
own true nature, is of two kinds. It is the loss of the freedom of (its innate) 
consciousness, and so too (along with it), the lack of consciousness of (its 
innate) freedom." ^? 


The meaning is that, according to (this) teaching, the (impurity) called 
‘Individual’ (anava) is everywhere said to be of two kinds. In this way, although 
the impurity of Karma alone is the primary cause of transmigratory existence, it 
is this (@navamala) which is said to be the main one, as it is the cause of that 
(karmamala) also. As is said: ‘the instigating cause (of Karma) is called craving 


'** This verse introduces a discussion concerning the nature of mala that continues up to 
verse 9/88ab. The dualist Saiva Siddhanta maintains that it is an independent material 
substance which sullies the soul. It cannot be removed by spiritual knowledge, although 
its removal leads to it. Rather, it requires direct physical intervention to remove it, and 
that is the rite of initiation. Concerning the dualist conception of mala, see 
Ramakantha’s commentary on Kiranatantra 2/11 ff. and Goodall (1995) p. 149 ff. 

' IP 3/2/4 also quoted above, TÀv ad 1/23 and 5/106 (105cd-106ab). 3/2/4d is quoted 
in TAv ad 9/93cd-95ab See above, note to first reference. 
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. '* This alone is the disposition (which is fit and favourable) for the limited 
(fettered) condition (anutd) of the individual (fettered) souls. When that exists, 
they become subject to each (particular) limitation. 

He says that: 


: x JRR | 
EATA I y ara ma 1&3 I 


yogyatāmātram evaitad bhavyavacchedasamgrahe | 
malas tenāsya na prthak tattvabhavo ‘sti rāgavat || 63 Il 


Impurity (mala) is just (the soul’s) disposition, (which is fit and 
favourable) (yogyatamatra) to accrue future limitations. Therefore, it is not 
a separate principle in itself, as is, for example, attachment (raga). (63) 


(Impurity (mala) is) ‘just (the soul's) disposition, (which is fit and 
favourable) (yogyatamatra)’, because no limitation has been directly accrued. 
Here (in this world of duality), an entity (vastu) is conditioned by another entity. 
An entity has its (own) separate existence, and that (impurity) is not an entity of 
any kind; rather, it is just ignorance of one's own full (and perfect) nature. Thus, 
it is rightly said that this ‘Impurity (mala) is just (the soul’s) disposition, 
(which is fit and favourable) (yogyatamatra) to accrue’ each (particular) 
‘limitation’. 

Surely (someone may ask), according to the Samkhya, attachment 
(raga), which is defined as ‘the absence of dispassion’,'*' is a quality of the 
intellect, and is considered to be the craving for this and that object of the senses 
(visaya). So what is the purpose (of admitting the existence) of this other 
principle of Attachment (ragatattva), which is like this, along with (basic) 
Impurity? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


— ` s 
m: off frat nt: mfuefafr i ey od 


niravacchedakarmamsamatravacchedatas tu sā | 
ragah puisi dhiyo dharmah karmabhedavicitratà || 64 |l 


(The principle of) Attachment (raga) is present within the 
individual soul as (an undefined desire), conditioned by the aspect of 
objectivity (karman), free of specification. (The attachment which is) a 
quality of the intellect (differs from this in so far as) it is various, according 
to its diverse objects (karman). (64) 


' SvT 3/177a. This half line is also quoted below in TÀv ad 9/88cd-89ab and as the 
first half of a full line ad 13/83-84 and ad 13/110cd-111ab. 
'*! Read avairagyalaksano for vairágyalaksano. 
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It is ‘free of specification’, that is, without (any) specific quality. Thus, 
(the form of) that craving (lolika) is, ‘may I possess something’, which is 
conditioned only by the object (of desire) in a generic form. It is the attachment 
(raga) that is considered to be a quality of the individual soul, and is 
everywhere reckoned to be a separate principle (tattva), which is (one) amongst 
the five coverings (kaficuka). (The attachment) which is a quality of the intellect 
is the unfolding of that same (generic attachment) that extends up to the external 
(object), due to which an apprehension (adhyavasáya) may arise, such as 
hunger, thirst, or the desire for sexual intercourse, (brought about) by the variety 
which is the diversity (bheda) of each particular object (of desire). 

Again, (all that exists) within the (fundamental Impurity) of the 
individual soul (Gnavamala) is just a propensity to outline'* the object of desire 
in a general way, from which (originates) this kind of outpouring (of desire). He 
says that: 


APTA Td TETT, | 


apiirnamanyata ceyam tatharitpavabhasanam | 


And this sense of oneself as incomplete (apitrnamanyata) manifests 
in this form (as attachment). (65ab) 


‘And’ indicates a reason, namely, as ‘this sense of oneself as 
incomplete' is the defining characteristic of (fundamental) Impurity of the 
individual soul (anavamala), it ‘manifests in this form’ as attachment and the 
absence of dispassion, that are considered to be a quality of the individual soul 
and the intellect (respectively). The meaning is that it is that (sense of oneself) 
that manifests in this way and that. Thus, it is like a sprout within (the 
fundamental) Impurity of the individual soul (anavamala), it becomes a bud 
within (the principle of) Attachment (raga), and finally blossoms and attains 
fruition within the intellect.* Now, enough of (so) many secondary matters.'^* 

Surely (one may ask), it is our established view (siddhànta) that free 
(and independent) consciousness is ultimate reality (paramártha). Where is this 
Impurity that is separate from that?'® With this doubt in mind, he says: 


rare RA EN Wem Fe: 0b &u odi 
ATT TYAS AS: | 


isayallehanonmukhatamatram for —visayallehatonmukhataématram. 

process binds the individual soul who is subject to duality, from the 
perspective of Siva consciousness, it marks the stage through which Siva makes things 
manifest. Siva is perfectly free to do or become anything. He has simply to desire it. 
When he does so, His desire assumes the form of its object. In other words, the 
universal power to do anything focuses on a particular desired aim, assuming its form as 
it does so. This then develops into the object itself, projected externally. 

‘* All that manifests in all these forms in nothing but the mistaken supposition of our 
incompleteness (apürnatà). 

'5 Read tadatiriktah for tattadatiriktah. 
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svatantrasya Sivasyeccha ghatarüpo yathà ghatah I| 65 Il 
svatmapracchadanecchaiva vastubhütas tathà malah | 


When the will of Siva, Who is free, (assumes) the form of a jar," it 
becomes a jar. Similarly, Impurity is (Siva's) desire to conceal His own 
nature, that has assumed a substantial form (vastubhiita). (65cd-66ab) 


(Impurity) *has assumed a substantial form' because (Siva) own 
nature is concealed. Here (according to this view), the Supreme Lord first 
conceals his own essential nature, which is full (and perfect) knowledge and 
action, by His own will (to do so), and then makes the contracted state of the 
Self manifest. Thus, it is proclaimed everywhere that his nature is contracted 
consciousness (jfidna). That is said (in the Malinivijottara): 


‘(The wise) prefer (the view that) Impurity (mala) is ignorance, (not a 
material substance as the dualists maintain). ^ 


Surely, (an opponent may object) the light (of consciousness) is 
supreme and undivided in all respects, so how can this which is called 
‘Impurity’ assume a substantial nature (vasturüpatá) separately from that? With 
this doubt in mind), he says: 


"üsredfaf sree i ee |I 
qam mA cafaftr: fend aw: | 


yathaivavyatiriktasya dharader bhavitatmatd | 66 ll 
tathaivasyeti Sastresu vyatiriktah sthito malah | 


Like the Earth (and the other principles, which although) not 
separate (from consciousness) are conceived to have a nature of their own, 
in the same way, according to the (Saiva) scriptures, (Siva’s) Impurity is 
(independent and) separate (from Him). (66cd-67ab) 


Although Impurity is not in actual fact separate from the supreme Light 
(of consciousness), it manifests as Earth and the rest (of the principles), as 
separate from the Light. The ‘scriptures’ are the Sváyambhuva and other 
(Agamas). As is said there, (in the Svayambhuva, vagama and elsewhere): 


‘Now, it is said that the (fundamental) beginningless Impurity of the 
(countless) individual souls is their (basic) fettered state (pasutva).’'* 


' Read ghatariipa for ghatarüpo. 

' MV 1/23c. The complete line is quoted above in 1/23ab and again below in 9/120cd, 
in TĀv ad 9/98cd-99ab, and paraphrased in 13/49cd. 

'* SvaSüSarh 2 33/1ab. Also quoted above ad 1/46. See note there. 
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Again: 'Impurity is said to be that which differs from pure 
knowledge. '? 


Again: ‘Thus it is said to be the impurity of individual souls.’ 


(An opponent may say that) its manifestation thus as separate (from 
consciousness) is not a new (view) at all, such that the enthusiasm of others (for 
it) may be laudable (as the best view). (In actual fact, the view that) its separate 
state (from consciousness) is free (and independent) is (the one that is truly) 
praiseworthy. 

(Our response is that) that is not so. Thus, he says: 


cuff: carrey 3 aft wafer ie odd 


vyatiriktah svatantras tu na ko ‘pi Sakatadivat | 67 Il 


(Indeed,) nothing is separate and independent (from consciousness) 
in the way a cart (is separate from the ground).'” (67cd) 


Here external things, such as carts, exist independently and are separate 
from one another; that is not so with this (Impurity), because it would not be 
possible for it to manifest as different (and separate) in relation to the supreme 
Light (of consciousness)."' That (supposedly) second (reality) is (also) 
contiguous (to the Light of consciousness) in this way. Thus, even though the 
nature of individual souls is not mixed up (i.e. remains separate and distinct), it 
may impart (this) impurity in the form of ánavamala to this degree only. Thus, 
as (the light of consciousness) is pervasive, there is no difference with regards to 
what is proximate to it (i.e. all things are equally proximate to consciousness). 
So why should (that Impurity also) not veil the individual souls liberated by 
Siva? This is (essentially) what is said (in this verse). 


seated arate: Rage 3 feu | 


tatsadvitiyà sasuddhih $ivamuktànuga na kim | 


If that impurity were to be a second (independent and permanent 
reality along with that pure reality), why should it not be present in Siva 
and the liberated soul?” (68ab) 


'® Read yad amalam jñānar for yena malam jñānarn. This and the following line cited 
by Jayaratha cannot be traced to the Svayambhuvagama. Jayaratha quotes, it seems, 
from two or three Siddhanta sources to establish that this is the common view. 

' The following verses (68-83ab), refuting the dualist Saiva view of fundamental 
Impurity (mala), are elaborated below in 13/41cd-128. 

17! The literal translation of asya bhedena bhanayogat is "because, as different (from it, 
its) light is not associated with it." The Light of consciousness is the manifest nature of 
things. It is their ‘light’. If Impurity, or indeed anything else, were to be totally different 
from the Light, it could not manifest and hence exist. Thus, objects can be separate and 
independent in relation to one another, but not in relation to the Light of consciousness. 
'? Cf. below, 13/61cd. 
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Surely, (the dualist opponent maintains, that) although Impurity (mala) 
is pervasive, it can conceal the essential nature, which is knowledge and action, 
of each individual soul, with an individual power for each. As they say: 

"(Many and) various are the powers of Impurity that obscure the 
qualities of each soul (individually).' * 


Thus, as the concealing power is (various) due to the variety of changes 
(an individual soul may be subject to), (Impurity) does not affect (the soul) 
whose changes have ceased. Thus, it would not obscure liberated souls also (as 
it does those that are not). Moreover, it does not obscure Siva because His pure 
(unfettered) conscious nature has no beginning.” 


'® The Tattvatrayanirnaya by Sadyojyotih verse 11cd. This line is quoted again below 
ad 13/44cd-45cd. The complete verse reads: 


mayavikarayoge karmayutah karanam malo bhavinàm | 
malasaktayo vibhinnáh pratyatmanam ca tadgunavarikah W 11 Il 


“Impurity, linked with Karma, when associated with the transformations of 
May, is the cause of transmigrating (fettered) souls. The powers of Impurity are (many 
and) separate, and they conceal the (essential) quality (guna) of each (individual) soul 
(separately).’ 


Aghorasivacarya explains in his vrtti: 


karmabhogartham eva sariráder istatvan nirmalasya muktátmanas tadasambhavac ca 
Sariradiyogo nasti | tad ukta Srimatsvayambhuve- tadbhavabhavino bhavah sarve 
mayatmakah pasoh iti, tatha- karmatas ca Sartrani vividhani (visayàh kàraküni ceti 
tatratyah pathah |) Saririnam iti | nanv evam cen malasyaikatvad ekamokse 
sarvamoksaprasaügah ? ata — üha — — — malasaktaya iti \ — malasya 
pratyütmaniyatanekasaktitvàd ekasyah pakena nivrttau tadàváryasyaiva mokso na 
sarvasyeti bhavah V 11 Il 


‘(The individual soul) is not (in actual fact) linked to the body etc., because the 
body etc. is considered to serve the purpose of experiencing (the consequences of) 
Karma, and because that does not arise (nor is possible) in the case of a pure, liberated 
soul. That is stated in the venerable Svayambhuva (32/13): ‘the conditions of the fettered 
soul who is experiencing them are Maya by nature.’ (Thus) the many varied bodies, 
Objects of sense and inducing causes (arise) from the Karma, which is such, of 
embodied beings." 

Surely (one may object), if Impurity is in this way one (and the same for all 

fettered souls), would not the contingency (arise) that (when one soul is liberated,) all 
are liberated? Thus, he says that ‘the powers of Impurity are (many)'. The sense is that 
each of the souls is constrained by the many powers of Impurity, and so when one 
(power) ceases (to act) by maturing, (only) the soul who is covered by it is liberated, not 
all of them." 
'* Liberated souls differ from Siva only in this respect, namely that the purity of their 
consciousness begins from the moment they are liberated, whereas the purity of Siva’s 
consciousness has no beginning. Thus, Siva's liberated state has no beginning (He is 
anádimukta), whereas that of liberated souls does (they are adimukta). Thus, Siva 
cannot be obscured by Impurity, because that would mean that there would be a 
beginning to His pure state, when that Impurity is removed. 


TANTRALOKA 7" 
He says that: 


The Paralyzing Power of Impurity 


"eu dép wes D aT I odd 
sft arated are: IARTA: | 


malasya roddhri kàpy asti Saktih sā capy amuktagà I| 68 || 
iti nyàyojjhito vadah sraddhàmátraikakalpitah | 


The view that Impurity has a peculiar paralyzing power (roddhri 
Sakti), and that that is present (and operative) in souls that are not 
liberated,” is (a totally) illogical view conceived on the basis of just (blind) 
belief alone. (68cd-69ab) 


Even if one accepts that it is the power of Impurity (rather than Impurity 
itself) (that affects) ‘the souls that are not liberated’, not those that are 
liberated or Siva (Himself), it obscures (souls) as does that (Impurity itself) just 
by its close proximity, thus (this view is subject to the same) defect mentioned 
before. As (this power) is obscuring, everything would be obscured (by it) or 
nothing at all. Thus, where has this ascertainment (that one soul should be 
obscured and not another) come from, that it should be necessarily so? Reality 
(vastu) is not especially favourable to your view that (it should reflect) *may 
something be obscured and something (else) not.’ The sense is that (insentient 
things are confined in their own nature, as is their behaviour), the colour blue of 
something is not blue (if it is the colour of something else). 

Now (you may say that) those (powers) are many. Thus, due to the 
variety of (their) permutations, one (of them) blocks some (particular soul) or 
not, in such a way (that it accounts for the) distinction between liberated and the 
fettered (souls). (We reply that) this is not so. Here (in this world), every entity 
is conceived to possess (its own specific) power; otherwise (if it did not), its 
particular tasks (kürya) could not be logically accounted for. This is just as fire 
possesses the power to burn, because otherwise (if it did not, the fact that) its 
burns would not be logically possible. Moreover, that (power) is the very nature 
of (that) entity. However, differences are projected onto it due to the differences 
in its functions (vyápára). As they say: 


"Power (in the sense of functional efficacy) is the nature of (every type 
of) thing. The difference (between one thing and another) is a projection due to 
(the perception of) the diversity of the result (of the functional efficacy of each 
thing). "^ 

Thus, the diversity of (the one power) is due to the diversity of (its) 
functions, due to which an entity is said to have many powers. Just as fire has 
many functions, such as burning and cooking, so it has many powers, such as 


175 See below, 13/50 ff. _ » 
1% Also quoted above, TÀv ad 1/68. Cf. TA 1/69. 
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the power to burn and to cook.'” It is not logical for each single power to be 
diverse of itself (svatah). This is because there is no difference in its essential 
nature, and because its function is one and there is no other means to know it 
(than its function). 

(One may ask that, although it is true that) to account for what is 
evident experience, it (may be) necessary to postulate (some) unseen (factor), 
and that can be accounted for by (just) one power. So, what is (the use of the 
futile) effort to postulate an unperceived multiplicity of powers?" If in this way 
Impurity has a power that functions as an obscuration (of the soul), then it 
would envelop everything. (If not, then) what would become of its undivided 
(nature) (abheda), by virtue of which (it) would be one? (And that power is 
indeed conceived to be one;) thus (when he says) ‘Impurity has a peculiar 
paralyzing power (roddhri Sakti)’, it is mentioned in the singular. Thus, it is 
said that it ‘is a totally illogical (view)’ etc. As Impurity is subject to change 
(parindma), it is insentient (jada), and its paralyzing power that (you) accept 
(exists) does not operate by itself in this way because of its insentience. As that 
is so, there (can be) no such reflection (abhisarindhdana), as ‘this (fettered soul) 
should be enveloped and that (liberated one should) not’. Thus, it would operate 
with respect to everything, so that all (the souls) would be enveloped (by it). In 
this way, what would be the validating authority (pramdana), even in the case of 
the Lord (Himself), that He is the one whose nature is pure consciousness, and 
that this (soul) is not beginningless pure consciousness?’ It right to reflect on 
that, because (we have) set out to determine the nature" of (that) beginningless 
etc. (state) of obscuration. 

He says just that: 


tat ufesiserat waa da yadda dd 
waa samt fad Sen safer wT | 


roddhri Saktir jadasyasau svayam naiva pravartate | 69 ll 
svayam pravrttau visvam syat tatha cesanikà prama | 


17 Distinctions are superimposed according to different functions of the same entity. 
Power, the essential, specific nature of an entity, has distinctions superimposed upon it, 
according to the various results it gives rise to. So it is that a single entity, though 
having (or being) one power, is endowed with many powers. Fire, for example, has the 
capacity to burn and cook etc., and so fire, though one, appears to have various powers, 
according to its various functions, for a power is not something different from it, and all 
the functions are aspects of a single one (cf. above, 1/69). 

178 Although it is true that to account for what is evident experience, it may be necessary 
to postulate some unseen factors in this case, where all the functions of fire can be 
accounted for by one power alone, it would be futile to postulate an unperceived 
multiplicity of powers. 

' The power of concealment Impurity has is one and universal, and so should obscure 
all individual souls. As it is insentient, how can it decide, “I will conceal this soul” or “I 
will not conceal the other one”? Thus, you would have to admit that even God Himself 
would be affected by Impurity, if you persist in considering it to be some autonomous 
entity thought of as the “power of concealment”. 

'® The word svabhávari needs to be added to complete the syntax. 
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This paralyzing power (of Impurity, which you maintain is) 
insentient, does not (and cannot) operate by itself. If it is set into operation 
by itself, it would (affect) everything, including the knowledge of the Lord. 
(69cd-70ab) 


To this extent, there is no disagreement here, namely that what is devoid 
of consciousness is governed (and sustained) by consciousness. Well then, if 
(the opponent were to maintain that) the Supreme Lord Himself impels that 
(paralyzing) power (of Impurity) in this way, that also is not so. Thus he says: 


en Tat ot RAR wq 11 wo 
"ig wemufafa se aaa FF: | 


malasya roddhrim tam Saktim ias cet samyunakti tat \| 70 Il 
kidrSam praty anum iti pra$ne nasty uttaram vacah | 


Again, if you say that the Lord (directs and) applies this paralyzing 
power of Impurity, there would be no reply to the question, “to what kind 
of individual soul (would He choose to do so)?’"*! (70cd-71ab) 


*What kind’ (of individual soul is subject to the power of impurity)? Is 
it unsullied (nirmala) or sullied (samala)? In the first case, it would be applied 
to liberated souls. Thus, there would always be transmigratory existence. Again, 
in the second case, its application would be useless, because (the soul) would 
already be associated with Impurity before that also. Its application would not 
make sense if it were to both also. Thus, as there is no solution here (to this 
problem), he says: ‘there would be no reply to the question’ etc.'*” 

(Some maintain) that, like a jar that can be covered by a cloth, even if 
individual (fettered) souls are enveloped by Impurity, this does not alter (their) 
the nature; rather, (it merely) prevents the perceiver from having (any) 


' See below, 13/56cd, 66. 

12 In short, Impurity cannot obscure consciousness. Compare the discussion in TA 
9/71cd-84ab with the same discussion in MVV 2/157-186, translated in the following 
note. The verses are not reproduced, but the basic concepts and arguments are largely 
the same as we find there. MVV 2/157 onwards, Abhinava discusses the nature of 
initiation. In that context, he talks about Mala, Maya and Karman. He begins by 
showing that nothing, including Impurity (mala), can be an obscuring covering 
(àvarana) of the soul. By its very nature, consciousness cannot be covered over (dvrta). 
In this way, he counters the Siddhanta view that Impurity and the like are a separate 
reality. Karman is discussed at length in MVV 2/187-206, translated below in note 
9,203. The nature of Karma and its ‘maturation’ is discussed, and then how the agent is 
ultimately the Lord in MVV 2/202ff. Cf. TA 9/90cd-141, which discusses the nature of 
Karman in relation to the Deconditioned by Dissolution (Pralayakala) and 
Deconditioned by Consciousness (Vijfianakala) subjects. Concerning Maya, compare 
TA 9/142-166ab with MV V 2/207-216. Concerning all these matters, see also the long 
commentary on SvT 5/88d. Abhinava goes back to this discussion below in Chapter 
Thirteen, in the context of his exposition of the descent of the power of grace 
(saktipáta), where he discusses what occasions it and the like. 
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knowledge of it. Moreover, if that is so, it would be Siva’s own Impurity, as the 
knowledge which it obscures has (Him) as its object. 
He says that: 


Impurity is not in actual fact an Obscuring Covering of the Soul 


Fema weg mem AAF 1 we odi 
suoni faerie Wap wena: 
TOTTI AAT I R |di 

Ra Ua 3 aaa AST aT | 

malas càvaranam tac ca nàváryasya visesakam W71 Il 
upalambham vihanty etad ghatasyeva patavrtih | 


malenavrtarüpanam anünáàrm yat satatty akam IV 72 II 
Siva eva na yat paSyet tasyaivasau malo bhavet | 


‘(Some maintain) that impurity is an obscuring covering (avarana) 
that does not alter the nature of what it covers, (but merely) prevents one 


183 The arguments advanced in 9/71cd-74ab are practically reproduced below in 13/63- 
65. The following discussion from 9/71cd to 84ab concerns whether Impurity can really 
be an obscuring covering that envelops the fettered soul, as the Siddhanta affirms. 
Abhinava himself says that he has discussed this matter elsewhere (9/84ab), which 
could only be in MVV 2/157-186, which is translated here for the reader's convenience. 
Cf. also below TÀ 13/63-65. 


tathühi diksà nameyam ya malanam nikartani | 

sā bhedavadinaém pakse katham namopapadyate V 157 || 
tathahi yo malo nama sa katham citsvabhavakam | 
Gtmanam avrnite kva vibhor àvaranakriyà || 158 ll 

na ca praküsas tamasé jatu samvriyate yatah | 
prakasodaya evayam dhvantadhvamsakriyatmakah V 159 1l 
kin cávaranam uktari hi raśmyāder gatidharminah | 
pratighatatmakam tat ki vibhor agatidharminah V 160 Il 


“Such is thi iation, that it severs Impurities. How can that be possible, 
according to the view dualists maintain? Similarly, how can Impurity envelop the Self, 
the nature of which is consciousness? Where does the pervasive Lord's act of 
obscuration (operate)? 

For indeed, light (can never be) obscured by darkness. (This is why) this 
dawning of light is the act that destroys darkness. What is an obscuring covering said to 
be? (If you say that) it blocks the moving rays etc. (of light), how can (it affect) the 
pervasive Lord, who is immobile? (157-160) 


api và jfieyatàmátratirodhaiva(-dhanam ) hi samvrteh | 
patàdinà ghatadeh syan na svarüpanyathàasthitih V 161 Wl 
na cátmünas cidátmatvàj jfieyatvam adhiserate | 

tad avaranam egürn tu Sabdesv api na Sobhate |l 162 Il 
nanv isvarasya te jfieya anavah katham idrsam | 
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cidatmakam hi na jñeyarn cidātmatvatirohiteh || 163 || 
sarhvij jñeyeti [vijfieyeti pathah] Sabdo ‘yam vandhyā me jananity adah | 
vākyarh smarayatīva svam svatmasabrahmacari yat || 164 |l 


Or else, (if you say) that the act of obscuration (of the light of consciousness) 
obscures only (its objectively knowable) objectivity, (that is not correct). The nature of a 
jar that is covered by a cloth, for example, does not change, (whereas, if it is explained 
in this way, the obscuration of light would entail a change in its nature). Nor is the Self 
objectified, for its nature is consciousness, (that can never become an object). That that 
(objectivity) is the obscuring covering of these (souls) is not appealing even in the 
words (with which it is stated to exist). (161-162) 

Surely (one may object), these individual souls can be known (objectively) by 
the Lord. As its nature as consciousness has been obscured, how can (the soul), which is 
such, and nature consciousness, not be an object of knowledge? (We reply that) saying 
that consciousness is an object of knowledge (is like saying something that is as 
impossible as) “my mother is barren.” This kind of statement is like inducing one to 
recollect that one’s own Self is celibate (it does not give birth to anything) (?). (163- 
164) 


kir ceSvarasya sarvajfiyam tāvatā pratihanyate | 

avrtàn vetti nànün yan na tv esam kacana kşatih || 165 I| 

nanv anávarane nile jñātur avarane sati | 

na darSanarh tathabadha [tathavanuriti pathah] na sarvajfio malavrtah Wl 166 I| 
maivam tatra hi drgrasmin gacchatah pratihanti tat | 

patadi na tu [patadivan neti pathah] vijħātur asty àvaranasarbhavah V 167 Il 
malas cavyapako vyaptur avaraka iti sphutam | 

ghate ‘pi vyomni sarndadhyad asünyatvari svarüpatah | 168 Il 


Moreover, the Lord’s omniscience is destroyed in this way. He does not know 
the souls who are enveloped (in darkness), and their (obscuring darkness) can never be 
destroyed. (Surely the opponent may object that,) if the colour blue is devoid of an 
obscuring covering, (then it is) the perceiver (of that blue who) is obscured. This being 
so, (he) does not see it. (We reply that) there is no impediment in this way. The 
omniscient one is not enveloped by Impurity. (165-166) 

It is not so that in this way (Impurity) blocks the rays of vision in the course of 
their movement. It is not possible that the knower can have an obscuring covering, as a 
cloth (can be for a jar). It is clear that (if) Impurity, which is not pervasive, were to be 
the obscuring covering of the pervasive (perceiver), (then it would like) the space within 
a jar assuming (spontaneously), by its very nature, a condition that is not empty. (167- 
168) 
ütmanas cadhikaryatvan (> nà-) malah kimcitkaro na cet | 
katham ávaranáyaisa sakto nanu ca bhoh kimu |I 169 II 
malasadbhaévamatram hi tasyavaranam ucyate | 
malena sa dvitiyo ‘nur àvrtah paribhasyate W 170 Il 
hantünena nayenaisa [eveti pathah] sivamuktátmanàm api | 
sthitam àvaranam satyam malasadbhavamatratah \\ 171 I 
kirh cávrto malenatma malam eva na vetti kim | 
tadasarvedane tasya kir malantaram ucyate \| 172 || 


If (you were to say that) Impurity does not do anything to the Self, because it is 
not subject to (Impurity's) authority to do so, then how could it be capable of covering it 
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(at all)? Surely sir, (retorts the opponent.) could one not say that the obscuring covering 
of (the soul) is just the mere existence alone of Impurity? The soul, which is that second 
(separate reality), is defined as being enveloped by Impurity. (169-170) 

,. (To this we reply that,) indeed, according to this doctrine, the truth would be 
that Siva and liberated souls would also have an obscuring covering, due to just the 
mere existence of Impurity. Moreover, does not the soul that is enveloped by Impurity 
know (that) Impurity? If it is not aware of it, what other Impurity is said (to exist)? 
(071-172) 


nanv atah kir malar vettu (> vettus) [vettum iti pathah] tarhi vidyàkale vinà | 
sarvajfiatvam bhavet tac ca malar viditam eva sat \\ 173 ll 
Jjahatvatmabhyupayais tais tair vicitraih prakalpitaih | 

kir càvaranam etena yasyátmani bhavet tatah V 174 ll 

ghatádau jüütrkartrtve katham asya bhavisyatah | 

nanu vidyakale kimcijjiatvakartrtvade smrte W 175 ll 

itthar vimüdhamatayo vaficyante na tu panditah | 

máyaisà tatsüti$ ca kaladikah \ 176 Il 

acidatma kathamkaram cidabhivyanjanaksamah | 


Surely then, is not the knower of Impurity, devoid of limited knowledge and 
agency (vidyakala), omniscient, and (so) that Impurity is known (by him)? Once having 
abandoned (that limited knowledge and agency, along with all) those various conceived 
means to (attain) the Self, what obscuring covering (remains,) that it may thus serve as 
such within the Self? (173-174) 

How will it be possible that in the future (an insentient object) such as a jar is 
destined to possess agency and a perceiving subjectivity? Surely, Vidya and Kala are 
said to bestow (on the soul, not a jar.) a limited capacity to know and act. (175) 

Such are those whose minds are deluded (that they believe this). The wise are 
not deceived. This is Maya, which is insentient. Kala and the rest are born from it. How 
can that which is not conscious be capable of manifesting consciousness? ( 176-177ab) 


abhivyaktà ca cidvibhvi kimcittvadivisesanaih M1771 
visesyatam kathar nama sárisavastücitar hi tat | 

nanu devah kalavidyakarano vyañjayec citam V 178 Il 
vyanaktu sarvato hanta nasyasaktir athagrahah | 

male sadātane cásya kathari muktir bhavisyati ll 179 || 
raudri (roddhri) saktir malasyásti sā ca kvapi nivartate | 
kvapi pravartate ceti dhig idarn müdhabhàsitam | 180 Il 
Jjadanam ko *nusamdhih syàt tarn vinaitat katham bhavet | 
atha tatrapi devasya hetutabhyupagamyate l 181 ll 

kir nimittam asau devas tàm Sakti sampravartayet | 
Pravartitam và kih nāma tar nivartayate punah | 182 || 


(The opponent replies that) the power of consciousness is made manifest with 
specifications such as ‘limited’. (Our response is,) how can (consciousness) be 
differentiated? That is possible (only) in the case of an entity with parts. (177cd-178ab) 

Surely (the opponent may reply), deity, who possesses limited agency (kala) 
and knowledge (vidya) as (his) instruments, manifests consciousness. (To which we 
reply,) fine! let him make it manifest, our contention does not concern (his) lack of 
power. If Impurity is eternal, then how will liberation (from it ever) take place? 
(178cd-179) 
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from perceiving it, like the cloth that covers a jar. (In that case, it would be 
the perceiver who is affected by it and not the object). It is Siva who would 
not™ (be able to) see the nature of individual souls obscured by Impurity, 
and so this Impurity would (effectively) be His. (71cd-73ab) 


Surely (an opponent would object that), if that is so, by covering over 
the cognitive subjectivity and agency, which is the essential nature of the 
individual souls and Siva (Himself), why should (their) essential nature be 
destroyed? Thus, he says: 


PRP p dien di 
Tea erp waa wen 


ibhor jfiánakriyamatrasarasyanuganasya ca I 73 || 
tadabhavo malo riipadhvamsayaiva prakalpate | 


(The opponent): Impurity has the power to obstruct (the consciousness of the 
soul), and that ceases in some circumstances, whereas it operates in others. (Reply:) fie 
on this foolish talk! What conscious intent (anusarndhi) can insentient entities possess? 
(The opponent:) Without that, how is this possible? (Reply:) Now here (in this case) 
also, (in order to account for this,) one accepts that the deity is the cause (of 
Obscuration). Why does this deity impel that power (to action)? Once it has been 
impelled, how does he bring about its cessation again? (180-182) 


svatantryàd iti cet pitrnam tad evásriyate na kim | 
malasya dhvántarupasya na ca pako ‘sti kascana 183 ll 
sa hy anyatadanayogad dhanty amusya dhruvatmatam | 
etena malasaribandhad t§varecchapracoditah || 184 || 
bhogalobhakathavistah pasul 
iti yad bhanyate miilahatam tajje 
svatmapracchadanakridamatram eva malar viduh | 
svatantro hi vibhuh kiricit kir na svatmani bhásayet \\ 186 ll 


If (you say he does that) by virtue of (his) freedom (to do so), why is it not 
complete (freedom)? Nor is there any kind of maturation (pàka) of Impurity, the nature 
of which is darkness, (that could account for a gradation). By bringing about a change 
(in the nature of the soul's consciousness), it (would) destroy (the soul’s) stable abiding 
state (dhruvata) (which is consciousness). Thus, (we maintain that the soul is) impelled 
by the Lord's will (in this way) because it is associated with Impurity. (183-184) 

(The opponent says that) the fettered soul who is immersed in greed for 
worldly experience is aided (in its craving) by creation. (We reply that,) if one says that, 
then what is generated by that is struck at the (very) root (of its existence). Thus, (the 
wise) know the Impurity is just the play (of the Lord), to obscure Himself. The 
all-pervasive Lord is free; why should he not manifest anything (he wishes) within 
himself? (185-186) MVV 2/157-186. 

The conclusion is that Impurity cannot be a separate, independent reality. If it 
were, it would affect Siva and could not be removed. It does exist, but it is produced by 
consciousness, that is, Siva Himself Who by means of that freely obscures Himself, and 
by removing it, illuminates Himself." 

' Read na yat for ca tat. (see MVV 2/165) 
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Knowledge and action alone is the essence of the All-pervasive Lord 
and that of the host of individual souls. The absence (of knowledge and 
action) is Impurity (mala), which serves to destroy the (very) nature (of the 
fettered souls). (73cd-74ab) 


The 'essence' (of the Lord is His) one nature. This the meaning. "Their 
absence' (affects all individual souls,) because it destroys (their) knowledge and 
action, 

Surely (the couple) knowledge and action (together constitute) an 
attribute (dharma) of (both) Siva and individual fettered souls; however, (it is 
not just a secondary quality, it is) an inherent one (inextricably linked to their 
very nature). If that is removed by Impurity, then what happens thereby to the 
possessor of (that) attribute? Is its essential nature destroyed? 

With this doubt in mind, he says: 


qafi a e: maA AeA I ex |di 
q qafes sensnm | 


dharmád dharmini yo bhedah samavayena caikatà \| 74 Il 
na tadbhavadbhir uditarn kanabhojanasisyavat | 


According to you (and we agree), an attribute is not separate from 
its possessor, as the followers of Kanada maintain; (rather,) they are in a 
state of oneness by way of (their) inherence (in one another). (74cd-75ab) 


As was said before: 

"Unlike Kanada’s view, in the Supreme Lord's scripture, there is not 
said to be any substratum of the powers (to which they are related) as its 
attributes (that are separate from it in themselves). * 


This is discussed there, and so one should understand it from that 
(discussion). For fear of (making) the book (too) long, (we will) not exert 
(ourselves) here (to explain it) again. Thus, it is your view (also, as it is of the 
dualist Siddhantas,) that the nature of knowledge and action is nothing more 
(apart from) Siva or that of the individual souls, whose (essential) nature is 
consciousness alone. As is said: 


"Those powers are (something) more than action, (but) they are not 


more (and separate from) the nature of consciousness" 


185 See below, 13/63 and above, 1/158 and note. If one admits the Vaisesika view, that 
qualities are separate from their possessor, one could postulate that Impurity affects only 
the qualities of knowledge and the action of the soul, which is conjoined or separated 
from them without this essentially changing or affecting it, just as a change in the colour 
of a jar does not bring about an essential change in the jar. This view, however, is not 
accepted by either the followers of the Siddhanta or its opponents. 

' Above, 1/158. 
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Moreover, removing that from them in this way by Impurity, their 
(very) nature is destroyed. Thus, it is well said that Impurity serves to destroy 
the (very) nature of the All-pervasive Lord and the individual souls. 

Surely (an opponent may object that), even if (their) nature is not 
destroyed, will it then be like, for example, a cataract that covers the eye? With 
this doubt in mind, he says: 


epp mad a FÀ Hp euo 
smi aes gura ue | 


nàümürtena na mürtena pravaritum ca Sakyate || 75 || 
jfiánar caksusarasminam tathabhave saraty api | 


(Impurity) whether it has a form or not, cannot veil noetic 
consciousness (jfidna), which (is formless), even though (the fettered soul) 
continues to transmigrate (saraty api). That is so with the rays of vision'™ 
(that can be covered by a veil). (75cd-76ab) 


‘(Innate spiritual) knowledge’ is the nature of the Self, which is 
formless, pure consciousness. Nor is it logically possible (yukta) for this kind of 
knowledge of the Self (ātmajñāna) to have an obscuring covering (avarana) due 
to anything, be it formless or with form, because that which is formless cannot 
cover (and obscure it). But when ‘that is so’ (i.e. something has a form), it can 
be covered over (by something else that has a form). The rays of the eyes'? or 
the sun, for example, are material and so possess a form. Thus, it is possible (for 
them to be obscured by) a cataract, clouds and the like, that have form. This is 
the intended sense. 

Surely (one may argue), what is the need to obstinately determine 
whether (what obscures consciousness) is formless or not? That (Impurity) has 
come in order to obscure (the soul), and as that (which is obscured) is the 
perceiver (jñäātr), (that which obscures it) must be objective (jñeya). Moreover, 
(the soul which is) such (i.e. the perceiver), maintains a state of transcendental 
detachment (rafasthya) (from it); for such, according to your view, is the 
relationship between subject and object. In this way also, it could not veil (and 
obscure the soul's) essential nature (as the perceiver), because (their) state is 
(quite) different (bhinnavrtti). Moreover, because (the soul is) thus (essentially) 
pure (nirmala), its knowledge and action is full (and free of all limitations). 
Thus (if this is so), would not everyone be omniscient? He says that: 


187 MS Ch reads — kriyadikah — ‘action etc.’ for kriyadhikah — ‘more than action’. If we 
accept that reading, the meaning would be: ‘action etc. are those powers, they are not 
more (and separate from) the nature of consciousness.” 

"* Jayaratha explains that this is because the rays of vision are corporeal, whereas 
knowledge is not. 

'® Concerning the belief that the eyes emit rays by which external objects are perceived, 
see above 3/12 and notes. 
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a US a Wor Gd: [E STE Y SEN GbR di 
wd qa: ad: ada 4 HF aT | 


sa eva ca malo mürtah kirn jñānena na vedyate || 76 ll 
sarvagena tatah sarvah sarvajhatvam na kir bhajet | 


That same Impurity has a form (and does not) Why is it not 
perceived by consciousness (jJüana) that is all-pervasive?'" Thus, why 
should not everyone be omniscient? (76cd-77ab) 


One should add the (privative) letter *a' as both coalescing and not 
(with the word malo) in the expression malo (a)mürtah."' (Consciousness) is 
‘all-pervasive’ in the sense that, because it is not obscured by Impurity, it 
pervades and knows everything. Thus, because (each soul's essential) noetic 
(jfatva) nature is unconfined, everyone, that is, all individual souls, (would be 
omniscient). 

Surely, if (someone were to ask that) it is (commonly) seen that, 
because darkness consists solely of the absence of light, it obscures the light 
even of something that is formless. Will that not be the case with Impurity also? 
(We would reply that) that is also not so. Thus he says: 


KE c I INEI IGES IE AECC di 
imi AA E T d 


yas ca dhvantat prakāśasyāvrtis tatpratighatibhih V 77 I 
mürtànàm pratighas tejo 'nünàm namiirta īdrśam | 


Again, (someone may point out that) light is covered by darkness 
(which is formless). (But we say) that this (obscuration) is brought about by 
the opposition between the atoms of fire, which have a form, and other 
atoms, which are contrary to them, as opposites. (Obscuration understood) 
in this way is not formless. (77cd-78ab) 


Some are propense (to the view) that darkness is just the absence of 
light, others that it is a form which is just darkness (outwardly) projected, that 
manifests the absence of light"? Light that continues to be present (avasthita) 
can be obscured by this, in this way. Another way is the interruption of the 
existence (sthiti) (of the light). (This is possible) because (light) has a form. The 


1 See below, 13/65. 

"In this way, we arrive at two meanings that Jayaratha says are equally correct. The 
first assumes that the two words malo mürtah are the result of euphonic conjunction of 
the word malah and amürtah, to make malo *mürtah, and so means "Impurity which is 
without form’. The second assumes that there is no privative ‘a’ at the beginning of 
mürtah, so malah + mürtah results in malo mürtah, which means ‘Impurity which has 
form’. 

"°? Read -matram ato hi mürtam for -matrarn hi mürtih. 
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atoms of darkness, which are contrary to the atoms of light, that (also) have a 
form, destroy them. Thus, the two are related to one another as opposites, not as 
that which is obscured and what obscures. Thus, this is not the (appropriate) 
example here (in this case). 

Surely (one may ask), when the insentient is presided over by 
consciousness, if it does anything, let that be so; what could be (logically) 
wrong (with that) (ko dosah)? But where does its capacity to obscure 
consciousness (come) from? Thus he says: 


3a Sa WO: AA Hec odi 
SMG te ee eee ee I 


na ca cetanam ātmānam asvatantro malah ksamah || 78 || 
üvaritum * * * 4 kkk k ke sek | 

Impurity (is insentient); it is not free (that is, sentient), and (so) 
cannot obscure one's own conscious nature (which is inherently free and 
sentient). (78cd-79a) 


If (one says that what is insentient can obscure consciousness, and 
gives) wine as an example, that is also is not a viable equivalent (samana) here. 
Thus he says: 


sep red sp AA, | 


**** na vàcyam ca madyavrtinidarsanam | 


The example of the obscuring effect alcohol (has on consciousness) 
is not appropriate.'? (79b) 


An insentient entity, even something like wine, cannot obscure one's 
own consciousness by itself (alone), but (only when it is) sustained by 
consciousness. An insentient (entity) would not be able to do anything without 
the impulse of consciousness (to act). 

Such is your (view) also. Thus he says: 


sw yafe we: mdr afe SAT 1 we gi 
WAART: Weg: Hr fre | 


uktam bhavadbhir evettham jadah kartā na hi svayam W 79 ll 
svatantrasyesvarasyaitah Saktayah prerikah kila | 


You (yourselves maintain) as much, saying that an insentient entity 
is not an agent (independently) by itself. Indeed, (it is) these energies that 


'? Inebriation affects the vital breath etc., which is presided over by the Self, it does not 
obscure the Self. 
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belong to the Lord, Who is free, that impel (to knowledge and action). 
(79cd-80ab) 


It is said that ‘an insentient entity is not capable of engaging in action 
(pravrtti) and desisting from it by itself (independently).' "Thus, because the 
Lord Himself then makes the fetters cease, he bestows liberation to individual 
souls, like a ram bound by a rope (is released from it by its master)." 

Then what (happens)? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


atah karmavipakajiiaprabhuSaktibaleritam W 80 1l 
madyar süte madari duhkhasukhamohaphalatmakam | 


Thus, impelled by the strength of the power of the Lord 
(prabhuSakti), who knows (the degree of) the maturity of (the soul's) 
Karma, wine inebriates, resulting in pain, pleasure, and delusion. (80cd- 
81ab) 


Thus, although insentient, wine and the like obscures one's own 
consciousness by the impulse of the Supreme Lord's power, and having done 
50, is inebriating. However, (it affects the Self) that has assumed a contracted 
state, and consists of the vital breath etc., not the (essential) pure consciousness 
nature, because, for the aforestated reason, it cannot obscure it. 

Surely (one may ask), in this way, would not Impurity also, impelled'* 
by the power of the Lord who is free, obscure all sentient souls? With this doubt 
in mind, he says: 


3 HH: Fa Ae say: | cz odi 
frie yf Area eee wf d 


na cesapreritah pumso mala àvrnuyàd yatah W81 ll 
nirmale purisi nesasya prerakatvam tathocitam | 


Nor is it (right to say) that Impurity, impelled by the Lord, covers 
the soul, because if the soul is (essentially) pure, it is not proper that the 
Lord impel (Impurity) in this way (as it would also affect liberated souls). 
(81cd-82ab) 


Although Impurity here (according to the common Saiva view) has no 
beginning, (even so.) the Lord's impulse must be applied right from the very 
start to (its) binding state (to make it functional), ^ because an insentient entity 


' Instead of -preritam eva read —prerita eva. 
"5 Instead of -preranamáditaramupayuktam read -preranamüdita upayuktam. 
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cannot carry out (any) task (karya) without the support of consciousness. Thus 
(the question is), to which (souls) would the Supreme Lord impel Impurity to 
bind (them)? Are they the sullied (samala) or unsullied (nirmala) ones? There, 
in the first case, His impulse would be useless, because (they are already) 
conjoined to Impurity before that. In the second case, it is not possible (for Him 
to apply it), as that (would entail the undesired) consequence that it could also 
be (directed) towards liberated souls. Thus, it is said: 

‘if the soul is pure, it is not appropriate that the Lord impel (Impurity to 
affect it)." 


On the contrary, as there is no difference in the purity (of their 
consciousness), which is full (and perfect) knowledge and action, (both) the 
Supreme Lord and individual souls could instigate Impurity in order to block 
(nirodhàya) one another. Or else just the individual souls (would do that) to the 
Lord (whereas He would not be able to block them), because in relation to a 
single (being), the many possess greater power (samàrthya) (with respect to just 
one). As they say: 


“When those who possess conflicting qualities come together, those 
who possess the (prevailing) quality are the majority.” 
He says that: 


JÀ emà a reg a mm 22 od 
wat sft Gm wu pmi wera d 

tulye nirmalabhàve ca prerayeyur na te katham V 82 || 
tam iam prati yuktam yad bhityasam syàt sadharmatà | 


Again, if both are equally pure, why should (the souls) not be the 
ones who impel (Impurity) towards the Lord? For those who possess the 
(prevailing) quality are the majority. (82cd-83ab) 


Now, concluding this (subject), he continues with the main point. 


Sete Forse 23 ü 
Pitt fad emnes TA: | 


tena svariipasvatantryamatram malavijrmbhitam || 83 Il 
nirnitam vitatam caitan mayanyatrety alam punah | 


Therefore, (the varied) expansion (vijrmbhita) of Impurity is only 
(an expression of) the freedom (inherent in the Lord's) own nature.'^* I 
have explained (all) this extensively elsewhere, and so let this suffice. (83cd- 
84ab) 


1% This line is quoted above in TÀv ad 1/37-38ab. 
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‘Elsewhere’ means in the first chapter etc." 
The Nature of Impurity Continued 


Nor is (the way the nature of Impurity is understood) inconsistent 
anywhere. Thus he says: 


Teper vemm 0 ex og 
qA tent: wp fryer | 
SSAA HTNTNÉRETAÍT: M £u di 
msi yd s WERT d 
zaragi qd wad ce odd 


malo 'bhilása$ cájnanam avidyà lolikaprathà | 84 Il 
bhavadoso ‘nuplavas ca glanih soso vimüdhatà | 
aharhmamatmatatanko māyāśaktir athavrtih | 85 I| 
dosabijam pasutvam ca samsarankurakaranam | 

ityady anvarthasamjnabhis tatra tatraisa bhanyate || 86 Il 


Impurity is given a number of names in various places (in the 
scriptures) in accord with its nature. Thus, for example, (it is called) desire 
(abhilaga)," ignorance, nescience, craving (lolika)," absence of insight 
(apratha), the defect of phenomenal existence (bhavadosa), the boat of the 
soul (anuplava), lassitude (glani),”"' aridity (Sosa), delusion (vimüdhatà), the 


” See above, 1/23 ff. and below, 13/41cd ff. Abhinava is also referring to MVV 2/157- 
186, translated above in note 9,183. 

'* Lines 84cd to 88ab are Abhinava's summary and brief didactic etymology of the 
terms for Impurity. 

'* Concerning desire (abhilasa), see note 13,65, with reference to SvTu 4/105. 

?* See below, 9/143-144ab. 

?' See above, note to 1/181cd-182ab and below, 12/20cd. The Stanzas on Vibration 
teach: 


‘Lassitude ravages the body, and this arises from ignorance, but if it is 
eliminated by an expansion of consciousness (unmesa), how can (ignorance), deprived 
of its cause, continue to exist? The expansion of consciousness that takes place when 
one is engaged in a single thought should be known as the source from whence another 
arises. One should experience that for oneself.’ SpKa 40-41 


From a different perspective Abhinava explains: 


‘Ignorant that (there) in the Heart (one) savours within oneself the joy of 
supreme wealth, immersed as it is in the body, the vital breath and the rest, it is afflicted 
by a lassitude (g/ani) without equal. (But) if the supreme goddess who delights in giving 
birth to all the universe (is within our hearts), may she play (there in all her) plenitude, 
(blazing forth) as does an offering to the fire (havi).’ PTv p. 111 
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state of ‘I’ and ‘mine’, fear, the power of Maya, the veil, the seed of defects, 
the fettered state (pasutva), and the cause of the sprout of transmigratory 
existence (sarisdra).”” (84cd-86) 


Surely (one may ask), which one (of these terms for Impurity) accords 
with its nature? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


afer ufa watt wat get erem mam. | 
maA UAA A SAT I ce di 


asmin sati bhavati bhavo dusto bhedātmaneti bhavadoşah | 
mañcavad asmin duhkhasroto ‘niin vahati yat plavas tena || 87 Il 


It is called ‘the defect of phenomenal existence’ because 
phenomenal existence is due to its existence. It is duality (bheda) and so is 
defective. (Again, Impurity is called) a ‘boat’ because, like a raft, it 
transports the souls within this current of suffering. (87) 


Surely (one may ask), why has he not explained how all (these terms for 
Impurity) accord with its nature? 


3m Tg PAST: Were ASAE IT | 
Sesás tu sugamaripah sabdàs tatrartham ithayed ucitam | 


The forms of the remaining (names) are easy to understand and 
their proper meaning can (easily) be inferred (for oneself). (88ab) 


Thus, for fear of making the book too long, we have not explained that. 
Thus, one can infer it for oneself. 


Concerning Karma? 


2? This expression is drawn from MV 1/23d. See above, note 9,167 for cross-references. 
%3 Karman is discussed at length in MVV 2/187-206, translated here. MVV 2/157-186 
is translated above in note 9,183. Abhinava starts out by talking about the nature of 
Karma and how it *matures', and then how it is the Lord who ultimately brings it about 
in MVV 2/202ff. Cf. below TÀ 9/90cd-141, where Karman is discussed in relation to 
the Deconditioned by Dissolution (Pralayakala) and Deconditioned by Knowledge 
(Vijfianakalà) subjects. 

In the previous part of this discussion concerning Impurity, Karma and Maya 
Abhinava concluded that, in order to explain how the consciousness of individual souls 
can be obscured, we must admit Siva Himself does it, for He alone is free to do 
anything, and so makes this possible also (see above, note 9,183). The discussion now 
turns to Karma as another possible alternative reason. Thus, Abhinava begins: 


yac ca karmapi nàmestar tat tàvat pravicaryatàm | 
tathahi karmasambandhe sthite ‘pi katham idrsah W 187 Il 
mahápralaya ucyeta mahüsrstis ca và katham | 
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nanv isvarecchayà tatra karmayati niruddhatam | 188 Il 
karmaudasinyayogena karmantaram apeksatàm | 

Isvaro ‘tha na và pürvapakse sambhava eva ca \\ 189 || 
na sambhave sa kutramse caisvaryam adhigacchatu | 
karmatah sarvam evedarn syat srstipralayadikam W 190 || 


‘If Karma is also believed (to account for the soul's fettered state), so should 
one enquire into that? Again, when there is a relationship (between the soul and) Karma, 
then how is the Great Destruction said to be, or how is the Great Creation? 

Surely, there (during the Great Destruction), Karma is blocked by the Lord's 
will. In a state of detachment from Karma, does the Lord require other Karma or not? 
The prima facie view is that that is possible (saribhava); if that were not possible (and 
so He is not in need of anything else), in what aspect (aria) would one accept (that the 
Lord’s) lordship (to act freely) is found? (If there were none, then) all of this creation 
and destruction would be (totally) dependent upon Karma (and the Lord would become 
redundant). (187-190) 


atha karmanapekso và karmanam rodhanam tatah | 

sada niruddhany evesah karmani kurutüri vibhuh V 191 I 
nanu tegári svabhávo ‘yam yad bhogaprasavatmata | 
katham svabhàva esa syad yah paropádhitárn gatah V 192 ll 
anapekso hi bhavanarn svabhavah karmanam tatah | 
TSaisandnapeksanam yad rüpam tat svakarn vapuh V 193 II 
kir ca pralayalinani karmàni sthitibhafijy api | 

kirn prabodhayate devah kirn nu dr(sr )stair hi taih krtam W 194 Il 
malapakaya cet so ‘pi sudüram apasaritah | 

kir cátmà vibhur evaisa sa kim nama karoti hi M 195 || 

iti pürvam vicáras ca vistarena prapancitah | 


Or else, if (the Lord) does not depend upon Karma, then Karma would be 
blocked (for it would serve no purpose, and anyway) this all-pervasive Lord would 
always block Karmas. (But) surely, it is their nature to generate the experience which is 
the consequence of Karma (bhoga). How could it be (their) nature if it is conditioned by 
something else? (191-192) 

The innate nature of existing things and Karmas does not depend on (anything 
else). Thus, the nature of things that are independent of the Lord's will is their own 
innate nature (vapus). Does the deity awaken the Karmas that have dissolved away in 
the course of (universal) destruction, even if that involves the destruction of their state 
(and nature as Karmas, as being in that state)? Again, what do they do when they are 
emitted (again when a new creation begins)? (If you say this process) serves to mature 
Impurity, that (possibility) has been removed to a great distance (for then Karma would 
ultimately destroy itself). Moreover, the Self is all-pervasive, so what does this (Karma) 
do (to it)? Thus, (as it is important), the deliberation (on the problem of the existence of 
Karma) has been considered extensively at the beginning (of this discussion). (193- 
196ab) 


mrddandacakrasütregu dhimàn kartesvarah sthitah | 196 ll 
kumbhakarasya kartrtvarn kutrarise nv avatisthatam | 
akrstapacyabijesu prarohaprasavadike | 197 | 

pürvar karotu hetutvam na sasyesv iti ko nayah | 

idari duskrtam etac ca sukrtari phalabhedatah | 198 1l 

iti yat pravibhaktam kirn tatrasyecchaiva jrmbhate | 
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svatantro yady asau kasmat parapidakarim nijam | 199 || 
iccham grhnati yo nityam karunàrasanirbharah | 


(Abhinava begins by establishing that Karma exists.) The Lord, who is an 
intelligent agent, is present amongst the clay, the stick, (the potter’s) wheel and the rope 
Now, in which aspect should the potter's agency be present? If seeds have not been 
sown previously, then how could that serve as a prior cause of their sprouting and 
growth etc., and (the production of) crops? What doctrine is this (that maintains that 
effects are produced solely by material causes)? (196cd-198ab) 

"This is done well’ and ‘that is done badly’ are distinguished according to the 
difference in the consequences (of these actions). Is it (just the Lord’s) will that unfolds 
there (surely not)? If he is free (and independent), then why does he, who is always full 
of the sentiment (rasa) of compassion, assume as his own the desire to cause others 
suffering (as happens when someone acts badly)? (198cd-200ab) 


nanu svabhavat tat tadrkkarmatah phaladàyakam | 200 1l 
prayascittadikarandc chamyee ceti vicdrayan | 

devas tathaiva tanute Sastram citropadesakam |I 201 II 
Saivam svabhava etadrk karmanàm iti ko nayah | 

bijam ankurasamsatisvabhavam iti mádrsah \\ 202 Il 
pürvavrddhavyavahrter vijiaturn prabhavisnavah | 
isvaras tu nijecchato vind na hi kadacana \\ 203 I| 
avalokitavan karmaphalavaicitryacaturim | 


Surely (the opponent may say that) that kind of Karma thus gives rise (to its 
corresponding) consequence by its (very) nature (to do so). Or else, reflecting (on what 
he has done wrong, one who has made bad Karma) remedies (its consequences) by 
means of rites of atonement and the like. Deity accordingly lays out the scripture that 
imparts (that) varied Saiva teaching. Such is the nature of Karma. What doctrine is this? 
(200cd-202ab) 

It is the nature of a seed to give birth to a sprout. It is the Lord (isvara), who is 
like me, who is capable of knowing that, on the basis of (the knowledge of) the 
development of what was done previously. Nor could he ever perceive the skilful and 
wonderful diversity of the consequences of Karma without his own will (to do so). 
(202cd-204ab) 


tasmád devah sarvakartà yadi syat 

kartarah syur natmavargah kathamcit | 

no kartaras te ‘pi cet karmavandhyan 

uddisyainàn sarvakarta na devah || 204 ll 

ittham ca bhedadrstyedam karma nàma na mu(yu)ktimat | 

etāvān atra samksopo (> samksepo) vyaso ‘nyatra tu darsitah V 205 V 
sarnvedanatmako deva ekas tasmat svatah khalu | 

sarvakartà sa vaicitryat karmayogiti bhanyate ll 206 || 


Therefore, if deity is the agent of all things, then the (individual) souls would 
not be agents in any way. And if they are not agents, then deity would not be the agent 
of everything, with reference to those who are devoid of Karma (because they are not 
agents). (204) 

In this way, from the point of view of duality, Karma is not logically possible. 
Such is a concise (presentation) here (with regards to that), an extensive one has been 
presented elsewhere. (The point is that) deity is of the nature of cognitive awareness 
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Surely (one may ask), how (can it be said that the meaning of the 
expression): ‘the cause of the sprout of transmigratory existence" 
(samsarankuraka@ranam)™ is easily understood to be in accord with nature (of 
Impurity)? Should we understand it to mean that transmigratory existence itself 
is the sprout,” or that (Impurity) is the cause of the sprout of transmigratory 
existence?” Now its turn has come, he praises the Impurity of Karma, in the 
course of remedying this doubt, explaining first of all the appropriateness (of 
this matter) to the object of enquiry, which is the topic (at hand). 


waar Hy WHNIER FAT 1 £6 I 
agia Afa ais aa: | 


sarhsārakāraņarı karma samsa@rankura ucyate || 88 ll 
caturdasavidham bhitavaicitryam karmajam yatah | 


Karma, the cause of transmigratory existence, is said to be the 
sprout of transmigratory existence" because the fourteen kinds of the 
wonderful variety of living beings"* are born of Karma. (88cd-89ab) 


The second half (of this verse states) the reason why Karma is the cause 
of transmigratory existence. Thus, transmigratory existence is the Impurity of 
Maya, which is described as follows: 


‘It is said that the body, world and form are (the Impurity) of Maya.” 

The sprout (of the impurity of Maya) is like a sprout, the cause of which 
is the Impurity of Karma, and its cause is the (essential Impurity of) the 
individual soul (anavamala). As is said: 


(sarnvedana) and so is (just) one indeed. It is the agent of everything that, because of 
(this) wonderful diversity (vaicitrya), is said to be associated with Karma.’ (205-206) 
MVV 2/187-206. 

2" MV 1/23d. Quoted above in 1/23ab and elsewhere. See note there. 

%5 sorsüra eva ankurah. 

?* sarisürasyà "kuras tasya kàranam. 

?" Abhinava is referring here to MV  1/23cd: malam  ajfünam  icchanti 
sarisárünkuraküranam | ‘(The wise) prefer (the view that) impurity is ignorance (not a 
material substance as the dualists maintain). It is the cause of (Karma, which is) the 
sprout of transmigratory existence (sarisüra). This line is quoted verbatim above as 
1/23cd and below as 9/120cd, in TÀv ad 9/99cd-100ab, and paraphrased in 13/49cd. 
MV may be elaborating on Svarnbhu. 1/17c: mala samsarakdranam In the MV, this 
line comes just after a description of the Vijñāna- and Pralayakevala. 

?* See above, 8/119-120. The fourteen kinds of living beings are listed in MV 5/7-9, 
quoted above in note 8,1009. 

?9 SvT 4/105a ad 13/49. SvT reads: Sarirabhuvanakara mayiyah parikititàh | ‘It is said 
that the bodies, worlds and (phenomenal) forms are (the Impurities of) Maya’. The 
reading here is: Sarirabhuvanakaram maytyam parikititam | The same reading is found 
below ad 13/49, and so has been retained. The next line says, ‘Karma is the cause of 
worldly experience (bhoga), whereas Impurity here is craving." 


TANTRALOKA 89 


‘(the soul's essential) Impurity (mala) and Karma are the instrumental 
cause (nimitta), the effect (of which) follows after.'?'? 


‘The instigating cause (of Karma) is called craving (abhildsa). . . °" 


As (this) wonderfully various transmigratory existence arises in this 
way due to Karma, everybody exerts (themselves) to remove that. Thus, he 
says: 


aa Ua Bee I 28 
aida aan ta d 


ata eva samkhyayogapancaratradisasane || 89 || 
ahammameti santyago naiskarmyayopadisyate | 


Therefore, according to the teaching of the Sarmkhya, Yoga, 
Pajficaratra and others,” the renunciation of ‘I’ and ‘mine’ leads to 
freedom from Karma.” (89cd-90ab) 


‘The teaching’ means the scriptures. This is what is taught there, 
namely, one whose mind is fixed in the Supreme Brahman, whatever he does, 
considering that ‘I am not doing anything’, abandons (his) sense of self 
(ahanta). And, as there is no attachment there (in that case,) he also does not 
obstinately cling to the sense of ‘mine’, (reflecting that,) ‘by having done this, 
nothing belongs to me.’ (Thus,) he may achieve freedom from Karma, so that he 
may not (be subject to) transmigratory existence, which has this as its sole 
(direct) instrumental cause. As is sung (in the Bhagavadgita): 


""Actions (karman) do not stain me, nor do I have desire for (their) 
fruits." He who knows me in this way is not bound by (his) actions. ?'* 

*Having abandoned attachment to the fruits of (his) actions, always 
content and free of (all outer) support, although he is engaged in action, (it is as 
if) he does nothing at all." 


210 SVT 3/176ab. Also quoted above in TÀv ad 1/23 and ad 5/106 (105cd-106ab), and 
below ad 13/49. 

?! SvT 3/177a. Also quoted above in TĀv ad 9/62 and in the first half of a line quoted 
ad 13/83-84, and ad 13/110cd-111ab. 

* Note that as Abhinava goes on to talk about the condition of the Vijiianakevalin, it is 
clear that this is the level that the followers of the Samkhya and the like attain. Cf. 
above 4/230, where Vaisnavas, Vedantins and others like them who conjoin with 
supreme Prakrti attain the level of Pralayakala, which is below that. 

%3 Karman is discussed at length in MVV 2/187-206; see above, note 9,203 for a 
translation. Cf. TÀ 9/90cd-146. 

214 This reference is drawn from BhGi 4/14, the following three are ibid. 4/20, 5/7-8ab 
and 5/10, respectively. 
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"The pure soul who has known the Self, conquered the senses, and is 
intent on (the practice of) Yoga (yogayukta), he, the Self of all living beings 
(sarvabhütütman), although he acts, is not stained (by his actions). (He,) the 
knower of reality, (always) engaged (in Yoga.) considers: ‘I do nothing at all.” 


‘He who, taking up actions (whilst established) in the Brahman, having 
abandoned attachment, is not stained by sin, like the lotus leaf (that is not 
wetted) by water.’ 


Surely (one may ask), if that is so, is he not a liberated (soul)? With this 
doubt in mind, he s; 


The Karma of the Seven Perceivers?'* 


fret fe feri gesa I go di 
Aaaa aes TTA: | 

mae UR Prarie gg ee i 
aama oe: Yatra: | 


niskarmá hi sthite mülamale ‘py aj&ánanàmani I| 90 Il 
vaicitryakaranabhavan nordhvam sarati napy adhah | 
kevalam párimityena Sivabhedam asamsprsan || 91 ll 
vijfianakevali proktah Suddhacinmatrasamsthitah | 


Although (the Vijfüanakevalin) is devoid of Karma, he does not 
move (sarati) upwards (to higher levels) because ignorance, the root 
impurity (i.e. amavamala), persists, nor downwards (to the lower ones) 
because (Karma, which is) the cause of the variety (of worldly experience), 
is lacking. Thus, due to his (conditioned) limited nature (parimitya), he is 
isolated" (in consciousness), without coming in touch with Siva's unity. 
(Thus,) the ‘one who is isolated in consciousness alone’ (vijfianakevalin) is 
said to be well-established in pure consciousness alone (but is devoid of 
freedom). (90cd-92ab) 


‘Although’ is not in the correct (prose) order with respect to the 
meaning. Thus, (what is meant is,) although ‘(the Vijiianakevalin) is free of 
Karma’, he does not transmigrate (sarisarati) ‘upwards’; that is, to the Pure 
Path, because of the abiding presence (avasthüna) of the root Impurity of 


?'5 This subject is treated up to verse 97ab. It is an important subject for Abhinava, who 
returns to it repeatedly throughout the Tantráloka. See above, 1/77-80 (78-81), 4/29- 
32ab (the perceivers that correspond to levels of liberation reached by other schools). He 
deals with the subject extensively and in detail in Chapter Ten, setting out the main 
points in 10/3-18, and going on to discuss associated matters (such as the nature of 
perceptibility in 10/19-78ab). 

216 Gnoli suggests the emendation kevalah for kevalarn. But if we maintain the reading 
in the printed edition, the meaning would be ‘only because of (his) conditioned nature’. 
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Individuality (anava) called ‘ignorance’. Nor (does he move) ‘downwards’ to 
the impure one because ‘the cause of variety’, that is, the impurity of Karma, 
‘is lacking’. He is ‘isolated’. 


‘Those (souls) who are Isolated in Consciousness are above Maya and 
below Pure Knowledge.” 


According to this teaching (yukti), although his sole nature is pure 
consciousness (bodha), he resides between the pure and impure path because of 
the loss (of his) freedom, that is, because of the presence of contraction of his 
own nature, brought about by a trace of the defilement of individuation 
(Gnavamala). ‘Due to his (conditioned) limited nature (parimitya)’, he has not 
attained oneness with the Supreme Lord who is consciousness, that is not 
disassociated from (its) freedom. (As such,) he is (a soul) who is Isolated in 
Consciousness Alone (vijfianakevalin); that is, his nature is consciousness alone 
(kevala) which is devoid of freedom. He is everywhere ‘proclaimed’ (to be 
such). As is said: 


‘Those who, even though their nature is pure consciousness, do not 
possess the most excellent agency (of consciousness), and their own nature is 
fashioned separately by the Lord (bhartr) due to the passing away of their 
agency, and who, although their nature as consciousness etc. is one, are separate 
from one another by the difference (bheda) in the Lord’s will that they be such, 
are those who are Isolated in Consciousness Alone (vijrianakevala). ?'* 


217 Somadeva (2004: 170) points out that, according to the MV (2/1-9), the Pralayakala 
universe. Abhinava, however, locates the latter in Mahamayatattva, which is an 
independent principle between Maya and Suddhavidya. He cites no authority for this. 
Possibly because there is none, he resorts to reasoned argument. Thus, he writes in the 
PTv (p. 117-8): 


"There must necessarily exist another principle above the principle of Maya 
and below the principle of (Suddha) Vidya, wherein abide the Vijñānākalas. As has 
of) Pure Knowledge." If (the level of) Mahamaya did not exist, then since the level of 
Maya is occupied by the Pralayakalas, and the (principle beginning with Suddha) Vidya 
by the Mantra-regents etc., what then would be the level of the Vijñānākalas? 
(translation by Somadeva (2004: 170-171)) 
nakevalins cannot ascend, because Anava Mala, in the form of Ignorance, 
, but neither do they transmigrate down to the Impure level below Maya, for 
there is no Karma Mala anymore. Thus, they reside between the Pure and Impure levels 
(i.e. Suddha Vidya and Maya) so that, although their nature is pure consciousness, they 
have no freedom. They are of finite size because their innate nature is contracted down 
to finite dimensions, due to the Impurity of Individuality, to which they are still subject. 
They are called Vijfianakevalin, as they are endowed with consciousness (vijfiana) 
alone, but not freedom. See below 13/275cd-276ab. For an extensive, detailed 
presentation of the Seven Perceivers (saptapramatr), see Chapter Ten; for a basic 
description, see 10/3-18. 
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Surely (one may ask), is he always out of touch with Siva's unity, or 
not? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


sa punah sambhavecchatah Sivabhedam parāmrśan | 92 || 
kramün mantresatannetrrüpo yati Sivatmatam | 


(When,) on the contrary (punah), by Siva's will, contemplating (his) 
oneness with Siva, he progressively assumes the form of the Mantra 
perean (then their) Lords, and (then their) Lords, he (finally) attains 

iva's nature." (92cd-93ab) 


The sense is that ‘progressively’, or even instantaneously, according to 
the degree of the excellence of his reflective awareness (of his) oneness with 
Siva, that is, due to its (intensity and) stability (dardhya), he becomes a 
Mantramahe$vara. As is said: 


‘At the beginning of the creation of the universe, desiring to emit (it), 
He awakened by His own will the eight souls who are Isolated in Consciousness 
Alone (vijfiánakevalin).?? 


The ‘Lords’ are the Lords of Mantra, and their lords are the 
Mantramahe$varas. 
the Impurity of Individuality (anavamala), and that is the cause of (the Impurity 
of) Karma. Why should it not generate its own product, and so be repeatedly 
subjected to transmigration? How is it that he says that, on the contrary, by 
(rising) progressively as a Mantra (perceiver) and the rest (of them on the pure 
level), he attains Siva’s nature? Summarizing this question, he voices another 
(in relation to it), and addresses it. 


F POATA HS: FP 11 83 
a fase 4 aa mia | 


* This verse is quoted below in TÀv ad 13/275cd-276ab. Preferring to ignore 
Jayaratha's interpretation of this verse, So a (2004: 171) translates this last 
sentence (i.e. kramān mantresatannetrrüpo yi tmatàm) differently: ‘By the will of 
Sambhu he may experience non-difference from Siva and in due order (in accord with 
the intensity of his experience) he attains identity with Siva in the form of a Mantra- 
regent [mantre$vara] or a Sovereign of the Mantra-regents [Mantramahesvara].' But this 
translation may not be correct. Cf. below 9/96cd: 
vijfianakalamantresatadisaditvakalpanà || Somadeva does translate this line as referring 
to Vijfianakala, Mantra, Mantresa, Mahamantresa and Adi (= Siva). 

?? MV 1/18cd-19ab. This verse is paraphrased below in 10/139cd-140ab and quoted in 
full in the commentary there. 
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aa a fe wer mes feug. F gg ex II 
a: Se ede Tareas Ws | 


nanu kàranam etasya karmanas cen malah katham || 93 |l 
sa vijfiánàkalasyàpi na süte karmasamtatim | 
maivam sa hi malo jñānākale didhvamsisuh katham || 94 ll 


hetuh syàd dhvamsamanatvam svātantryād eva codbhavet | 


But surely (one may ask), if the cause of this Karma is the Impurity 
(of Individuality), why should it not generate the series of Karmas in the 
case of the subject who possesses consciousness alone (vijfianakala) also? 
(We reply:) not so! How can the Impurity of the (Vi)jfianakala, which is 
about to be destroyed (by itself), be a cause (of further Karma)? 
(Moreover, the process of its (self-)destruction proceeds (thereafter 
spontaneously and) independently. (93cd-95ab) 


(He says that) ‘(the impurity of the (Vi)jüianakala is) about to be 
destroyed, (and its (self-)destruction proceeds (thereafter spontaneously 
and) independently)’, because (the individual soul cannot do that by itself), in 
accord with the teaching (concerning the Impurity of Individuality to which it is 
subject, that it): ‘is also the lack of consciousness of (its innate) freedom." (It 
is about to be destroyed) because the duality which is the false arrogation of 
subjectivity (aharibhàva) to the body and the rest (of the psychophysical 
organism) has inwardly ceased. Thus, because it is incapable of giving rise to its 
own effect, he says ‘how can it be a cause (of further Karma)?’ On the contrary 
(it can indeed). By virtue of its own excellence, which is its propensity to 
destruction, the process of its destruction or its subsequent destruction itself 
may arise. For it is not so that a seed intent on perishing will germinate once 
more. And when it is in the process of perishing, or when it has perished, it is 
not possible to expect anything else (from it), precisely because it is intent on 
perishing. 

It is with this same intention that the sequence beginning with 
Vijñānākala (Consciousness Deconditioned) (perceivers)" has been conceived 
everywhere (in the scriptures). Thus he says: 


Ragamang fupe 114 di 
QI: SUSI Tam. d 
AIFA MaKe di 


m m TP 3/2/4d. The full definition 3/2/4d. The full definition of the nature of the Impurity of Individuality 
(dnavamala) is: ‘As it conceals one's own nature, this is the soul’s (essential) Impurity 
(ünavamala). It is two-fold (as) the loss of the freedom of (its innate) consciousness and 
so too (along with it) the lack of consciousness of (its innate) freedom.’ Quoted in full 
above in TÀv ad 1/23, 5/106 (5/105cd- 106ab) and 9/62. 


Vijüanakevalin — Isolated i in Consciousness Alone. 
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didhvarisisudhvamsamáanadhvastakhyàsu tisrsv atha | 95 ll 
dasüsv antahkrtavasthantarasu svakramasthiteh | 


vijrianakalamantresatadisaditvakalpanà | 96 1l 


The Vijiianakala (Consciousness Deconditioned) _ perceivers, 
Mantras, Lords of Mantras, the Great Lords of Mantras, and (Siva), the 
First, are conceived to exist (because they) correspond to the three 
(principal) stages of the expected (impending) destruction (of the Impurity 
of Individuality) (didhvamsisu), the process of its destruction 
(dhvamsamana), and (fully) destroyed (dhvasta). The (two) intermediate 
ones are contained within them in accord with their own sequential order. 
(95cd-96) 


The intermediate stages are a) somewhat in the process of destruction 
(kirnciddhvamsamanatva), and b) somewhat destroyed (Kiriciddhvastatva). The 
reason for their inclusion (amongst the three main stages) is because they are ‘in 
accord with their sequential order'. The point is that the stages that follow 
after the expected (impending) destruction (of Impurity), namely, (the actual) 
process of its destruction (divarisamána) or the state when it is (fully) 
destroyed, do not arise all of a sudden without a break. Thus the nature of the 
conceived to be in these five stages," corresponding respectively (to Mantras), 
Lords of Mantras, the Great Lords of Mantras, and ‘the First (adi)', that is, 
Siva, (Whose existence) is established right from the start (adisiddha);* 
otherwise (if it were not), the Lords of Mantras and the rest could not? be 
conceived (to exist) in this way. Thus, because of the difference in their 
condition in this way, the (states of) deep sleep and the Fourth (in which they 
are) is of many forms. The meaning (of these lines) has thus been established. 

Thus he says: 


* Five progressively more pure perceivers correspond to the five stages of the 
destruction of the Impurity of individuality. These are: 1) Vijñānākala: the expected 
(impending) destruction (of Impurity) (didhvamsisu), 2) Mantra: somewhat in the 
process of destruction (kirnciddhvamsamdnatva). 3) MantreSa: in the process of 
destruction (dhvarhsamana). 4) Mahamantresa: somewhat destroyed (kirnciddhvastatva) 
and 5) Siva: (fully) destroyed (dhvasta). 
2 Cf, IP 1/1/1: ‘What sentient being can disprove or prove (the existence) of 
MaheSvara, who is the agent and knower within himself, who is proved (to exist) right 
at the start (as his own nature)?" 

The inherent and ultimate nature of each sentient being is the self-luminous 
Light of consciousness, which is present within them as the agent and knower. With 
nothing objective to distinguish it, it is one and the same in all sentient beings and even 
Siva Himself. Thus, Siva cannot be disproved to exist, for anyone who denies Siva 
exists would be denying his own existence. For the same reason, no proof need be 
advanced to prove His existence, as the very act of doing so, right from the start, 
establishes his existence as that of the one who seeks to do so. 
?5 Read na tadisadikalpanety eva for * tadisádikalpanety eva. 


TANTRALOKA 95 
wes up qu a aaa eed | 
tatas ca supte turye ca vaksyate bahubhedatà | 


It is for this reason that, as we shall explain later,"^ there are many 
subdivisions in the states of deep sleep and the Fourth. (97ab) 


Therefore, it is well said that the (impending) destruction of the root 
Impurity is not an instrumental cause of Karma. 
He says that: 


The Nature of Karma?” 


ot: TRASH: 11 «e od 
aon gg ae: Halter d 


atah pradhvarisanaunmukhyakhilibhütasvasaktikah || 97 Il 
karmano hetutàm etu malah katham ivocyatàm | 


Thus, pray tell, once its power has been rendered into a (mere) 
residue (khilibhüta) by its incipient destruction, how can Impurity (i.e. 
Gnavamala) become a cause of Karma? (97cd-98ab) 


The point is that if, on the contrary, the power (of Impurity) is not 
destroyed, it would again become the cause of Karma, (which is not the case if 
its power is) ‘rendered into a (mere) residue (khilibhüta) . And this has been 
said having accepted that that is so. (Moreover,) in actual fact, (fundamental) 
Impurity does not bring this about. Thus he says: 


fe a matt 4 were: at famem || ec |i 
fren cp dared wares V3HON | 


kim ca karmapi na malàd yatah karma kriyatmakam || 98 1l 
kriyà ca kartrtárüpàt svatantryan na punar malat | 


Moreover, Karma also is not (in itself) due to Impurity, because 
Karma is action, and the cause of action is certainly not Impurity, but the 
freedom (of the subject), which is agency. (98cd-99ab) 


?* See below, 10/227cd ff. 

2 The question now arises how can Vijñānākala perceivers be devoid of Karma, and in 
what sense are they so? To answer this question, Abhinava now embarks on a 
discussion about the nature of Karma in general and in this context in particular. It 
extends from 97cd to 146. This is followed by an exposition of the nature of Maya up to 
verse 154ab and 164cd-166ab. 
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The meaning is that ‘Impurity’ is not an agent and it is not free (to act). 
The relationship between cause and effect is, as was established before, that 
between the agent and the deed. 

Surely, if that is so, how is it that it is said: ‘(The wise) prefer (the view 
that) Impurity is ignorance (not a material substance as the dualists maintain). Is 
it the cause of (Karma which is) the sprout of transmigratory existence 
(sarisára) 7? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


"gp ae poA warp 11 «e od 
after wp agrt aaa Wes a: | 


ya tv asya karmanas citraphaladatvena karmatà || 99 |l 
prasiddhà sā na sankocam vinátmani malas ca sah | 


The Karmic state (of the soul) is well known (to all) because it gives 
rise to the various consequences of its Karma, and that (never occurs) 
without the contraction (of consciousness) within the soul, which is (the 
soul’s fundamental) Impurity. (99cd-100ab) 


That is (the soul's) Karmic state ‘because it gives rise to the various 
consequences (of Karma)’. Without the (prior) contraction (of the soul's 
consciousness), it is incapable of giving (rise to its) particular consequences. 
(That) contracted state itself is (the soul’s fundamental) Impurity, and so is 
(only) figuratively (said to be) its cause. The soul who experiences the 
consequences of Karma (bhoktr) is in a contracted state (of consciousness) and 
considers within himself the diverse auspicious and inauspicious consequences 
(of Karma) to be what he must experience. It is due to this that his condition is 
various as a deity, human being and so on. 

He says that: 


fated fe we fur sperem doo II 
qeda aa seen aA: d 


vicitram hi phalam bhinnam bhogyatvenabhimanyate || 100 || 
bhoktaryatmani teneyam bhedariipa vyavasthitih | 


The subject who experiences the various and diverse consequences 
(of Karma) considers within himself that this is what he must experience. 
This state of duality is due to this. (100cd-101ab) 


Thus, Impurity is not a cause, material or auxiliary, of (the soul’s) own 
good fortune (sarmparti) (or otherwise); rather, it just lends a hand to the 
implementation of the effect (karyakarana) (of the soul's Karma). Thus he says: 


? MV 1/23cd, quoted above 1/23 and below 9/120cd. and 9/98cd-99ab. 
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zr canus weary 11202 |i 
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iti svakaryaprasave sahakaritvam àsrayan | 101 || 
samarthyavyafijakatvena karmanah karanari malah | 


(Karma) takes its support (from Impurity) as an attendant cause, in 
order to give rise to its effects, (and so) Impurity (can be said to be) the 
cause of Karma as that which makes its power (to bestow its fruits) 
manifest. (101cd-102ab) 


The sense is that, without (the soul's) contracted state, (Karma's) 
limited power to give rise to its various consequences is not made manifest. 

Surely (an opponent may object that) in this way the Consciousness 
Impurity associated with the contracted state (of their) freedom. Thus, this 
would contradict the (view held) there that the Consciousness Deconditioned 
(perceiver) is conjoined to (just) one Impurity (i.e. anavamala). Rather, it is 
taught that the Dissolution Deconditioned (perceiver) (pralayakala) is conjoined 
with (the Impurity of) Karma (as well as Gnavamala), and so would that not 
entail the (undesirable) consequence that (it is a Dissolution Deconditioned 
(perceiver)? He voices this doubt: 


wad auhmgnarewmu fen HTT 11 202 II 
famed TI Aga aes TET: | 


nanv evam karmasadbhavan malasyapi sthiteh katham | 102 || 
vijfianàkalatà tasya sankoco hy asti tàdr$ah | 


(An opponent may object that,) if in this way both (fundamental) 
Impurity and the essential nature of Karma persist, then in what sense can 
perceiver)? (Surely,) a similar contraction of consciousness persists (in him, 
as that of the lower subjects still under the sway of Karma). (102cd-103ab) 


In what sense can one say that (the Consciousness Deconditioned 
perceiver) is conjoined to two (types of) Impurity? (The opponent) says that 
‘((surely) a similar (contraction of consciousness persists (in him as is that 
of the lower subject still under the sway of Karma)).’ Thus, as before (on the 
previous lower level), he is fit to manifest the capacity of Karma (to bestows its 
fruits), as is proper to the state of (the lower perceivers, that is,) the Dissolution 
Deconditioned (Pralayakala) and the rest (i.e. the Sakala perceivers below). 

He responds to that (objection). 
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98 
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maivam adhvastasankoco ‘py asau bhàvanayà drdham || 103 Il 
naham karteti manvanah karmasamskaram ujjhati | 


(We reply that this is) not so, (because) even though the contracted 
state of (his consciousness) has not been eliminated, by the intense (practice 
of) contemplation (bhàvanà), he cultivates the notion that he is not an agent 
(of any action) and abandons the latent impressions of Karma. (103cd- 
104ab) 


The ‘(practice of) contemplation (bhavanà) is the renunciation etc. of 
(notions of) ‘I’ and ‘mine’.*” Thus, because of his inactive state (naiskarmya), 
he is not conjoined to the Impurity of Karma, and so (his) state is that of a 
Consciousness Deconditioned (perceiver). 

Surely (one may ask), when the latent impressions (of past Karma) 
cease, there would be no assessment (anusaridhana) of ‘prior’ (action) and (its) 
‘subsequent’ (consequence), and so would that (not entail) that he would not be 
a perceiver? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


weite wat a car gR gíewol 
a Gear: Words 4 q ASR | 


phalisyatidam karmeti ya drdhà vrttir atmani || 104 || 
sa sariskürah phalayeha na tu smaranakàranam | 


The (latent Karmic) impression that serves to bear fruit here (in 
this world) is the firm sense (vrtti) that one has within oneself that ‘this 
Karma will give rise to its consequences’. It is not (the one that is) the cause 
of memory.” (104cd-105ab) 


(This sense is) 'firm' because it has no beginning. The latent 
impression which is the conception (bhāvanā) within oneself (variously) termed 
‘sense’ (vrtti) and the like is of two kinds, that is, either with a beginning or 
without. It is not the first (of these two) that, associated with (a past) experience, 
is awakened by the power of awakened consciousness (prabodha), as the cause 
of recollection that nourishes the perceiver's state perceiver who connects 
(the present with the past) (anusamdhatrtva). Again, the other is the latent 


?? The ‘contemplation’ — bhdvand meant here is the sound intuitive reasoning (sattarka) 
that “I am Siva and all this universe is the outpouring of my glory." See above 4/2 ff. It 
is more than just abandoning the individual ego. 

* Latent impressions are of two kinds — with a beginning and without a beginning. The 
former are the ones that give rise to memory, while the latter are those that give rise to 
the various fruits of actions. See below, 28/324cd ff., where Abhinava discusses the role 
of memory at the time of death according to the teachings of the Bhagavadgita. 
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impression (which is the residue of past) action (karmavásand), due to which 
action (karman) gives rise to (its) various consequences. 

Surely (one may ask), if the latent impression of Karma has been 
removed, what has happened in this way that Karma does not accrue its 
consequences? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


aadA agra ae PAA MAA 1204 odi 
awe snper. MSI at mu | 


apradhvaste ‘pi sankoce naham karteti bhāvanāt || 105 || 
na phalam ksivamiidhadeh prayascitte ‘tha và krte | 


Even when the contracted (state of consciousness) has not been 
eliminated, (the actions) for example of a drunkard or a fool, or once (one 
has) performed an atoning penance, do not bear fruit, because (in such 
cases one) thinks: “It is not I who acts, I did not do it” (nàham kartā). 
(105cd-106ab) 


(Even when the contracted (state of consciousness) which is the 
attendant cause (of Karma) ‘has not been eliminated’ and is still present, (it 
does not) bear fruit. (By ‘fruit’) one should understand that it means (the fruit 
of) good and bad Karma. ‘A drunkard or a fool’ does not consider that ‘I am 
doing this'. Something done without having reflected (on it) is (as if) it had not 
been done. So how can (that action) give rise to (its) consequences? It is said by 
others, with the same intended sense, that 'there is action and the like (after) 
rising out (of a state of deep meditation). ^? 

(Karma) does not give rise to its corresponding consequences by 
meditating on its cessation, (reflecting that) ‘it is not I who act’ once ‘(one has) 
performed an atoning penance' (or) by the weakening of the attention 
(anusaridhàna) to this and that particular object. As they say: 


"Having sinned and repented, one is freed from that sin. By abstaining 
(from further sin, thinking) ‘may I not act in that way’, one is purified." 


Surely (one may ask), as this is so, does this amount (to saying) that it is 
not Karma that instigates the arising of (its) consequences, rather it is the 
intention (behind it) (abhisarndhdna)? (Yes indeed.) that is true. Thus, he says: 


aa Tre qeu Eales PRAT 1 $08 |i 
aired: af wee: 


yanmaydadya tapas taptam tad asmai sydd iti sphutam || 106 Il 
abhisamdhim atah karma na phaled abhisandhitah | 


%31 A repentant person thinks “I wish I had not done so”. 
%2 This citation is from the Yogasiitra or its commentary (bhásya). 
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The action of one whose clear intention is (of the form): *may the 
austerity I have practiced today be for this (other person's benefit)" does 
not bear fruit (for himself), by virtue of his intention.** (106cd-107ab) 


(The intention) is ‘clear’ because it is firm. "The action’ in the form of 
austerity (performed) with the intention of the one who does it that it may be for 
(the benefit of) someone else does not bear fruit for himself. As they say: ‘there 
is no fruit (of action) that has not been desired (and striven after). 

Surely, in that way, because the action and (its) fruit are not on the same 
level, how does one exert oneself for others when what has been done has been 
destroyed, and what needs be done has not come about? With this doubt, in 
mind, he says: 


Tae J AAS ahaha 1 gow |i 
worn faeeneni Oe | 


tathabhisamdhanakhyam tu manase karmasamskriyam || 107 Il 
phaloparaktam vidadhat kalpate phalasampade | 


He who cultivates (kalpate) the Karmic impression of that intention 
in (his) mind bestows (the future) fruit with which it is coloured (to the 
person for whom he intends it to be). (107cd-108ab) 


Offering the latent impression, that is, intention in (his) mind, that “may 
(this), austerity and the like be Karma that bears fruit for others”, it ‘bestows 
(its) fruit’ (to them). The meaning is that (that latent impression) becomes 
capable of bestowing its fruit in that way. The sense is that the condition of 
Karma and its consequence is in accord with (one’s) intention. As they say: 


‘Depending on how and what he intends (and deliberates on) 
(abhisarndatte), each (action) bears for him the corresponding fruit in the same 
way.” 


Thus, the rule (codya) is not the same when the intention that the fruit 
of one’s own (actions) is that it should bear its fruit for someone else. 

Surely (one may ask), the (normal) condition of Karma and its (relation 
to its) fruit would cease if it were to depend in this way on just intention alone. 
Thus, anybody (just) by intending that (a particular Karma) should not bear fruit 
(for himself), even though he may do this or that, would not be subject to 
consequences (of his actions). Would heaven and hell (which are the 
consequence of good and bad actions) not cease? (We reply) that that is true if 
someone is intensely intent (in this way). He says that: 


23 [n other words, the actions of a person who has no selfish intentions do not produce 
Karma and its consequences. 
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yas tu tatrapi dardhyena phalasamskaram ujjhati | 108 Il 
sa tatphalatyagakrtam visistam phalam asnute | 


(However,) he who there (in that case) also abandons the latent 
impression of the fruit (of his action) by the firmness (of his intention to do 
so) enjoys a special fruit, generated by abandoning it. (108cd-109ab) 


Again, ‘he who there (in that case) abandons’ also ‘the latent 
impression of the fruit of (his) action by the firmness (of his intention to do 
so)’, in accord with the teaching (that) ‘he who discharges his duty (karyar 
karma) without concern for the fruit of (his) action’,™ gives up attachment (to 
it). By his detachment from the fruit (of his actions) ‘he enjoys a special’ 
supernal (lokottara) ‘fruit’ generated (from that detachment). The meaning is 
that he attains the plane beyond Maya. As is said in the Bhagavadgita: 


‘The wise, endowed with intelligence, renouncing the fruit born of 
action, are freed from the bondage of (repeated) birth and attain the plane free of 
(all) troubles.'?* 


Surely (one may ask), if this is so, then scripture (would attest) that 
even fishermen, for example, by just staying awake at night would partake of 
the fruit of (observing the vigil) of Siva's Night (sivaratri). Moreover, how 
could the law books’ (smrti) (injunction to practice) penance be explained with 
respect to those who drink what is prohibited unintentionally? Do they not 
reflect (and intend that): ‘we act in this way for that purpose?” 

It is said here (regarding this objection): where is this intention 
(anusamdhana) applied? Is it to the nature of (his) action, or to (its) 
consequence? It is not to the consequence. One who, killing a Brahmin, 
(thinks,) ‘may I not go to hell (for the) sin of killing a Brahmin’ is not in this 
way released (from his sin), because in actual fact everybody is frightened (of 
going to) hell (and so would think that anyway). On the contrary, even if (its) 
consequence is evident (to him) (drsta), the result he desires, namely, that (his 
action should) not be the cause of painful (consequences), would not thereby be 
so. This is because that very moment hundreds of other defects are seen to arise 
(that he could not forsee and prevent by wishing them to be otherwise). Nor 
would there be any (good) result from (his) being merciful. This is because no 
intention was formulated to have the fruit of acting only out of mercy (for his 
victim). 

(If the intention is applied to) the nature (of his Karma), that (Karma) is 
here (as it is, it cannot be changed). The fisherman did reflect “I am awake”, 


?* BhGT 6/1ab. The following line says: ‘He is a (true) renunciate, he is (a true) yogi, 
not one who is without the sacred fire and without the sacred rites.” 
?5 BhGi 2/51. 
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because, unlike the drunkard or the fool, he was not deranged (asvastha). 
However, he attained only limited fruit (from his vigil), because (he did this) not 
because of (his) firm (intention to stay awake for spiritual reasons) in that way, 
but out of ignorance. The same view is held by the Buddhists also, (as we can 
gather) incidentally (from the story they tell) of a certain insect that 
circumambulated a venerable caitya,^ who in the course of his 
circumambulation was elevated (from his humble condition). (What he did) was 
not (just by chance with no clear intention,) as happens with a tuft of grass 
(blown about) impelled by the wind. Thus, it is fitting that by (his submission 
to) the Lord's sovereignty he was led near to (the spiritual) power of (that 
sacred) building (vastu) and in the next life found the true path (of Dharma). 
(Conversely,) in the case of (one) who drinks what is prohibited unintentionally, 
without considering that it should not be drunk, has the same intention (as one 
who does, thinking) "I am drinking this", so that his penance is prescribed (in 
the Law books) (smrta) as one who has done (something wrong), without 
examining (what he is doing). However, (the atoning penance prescribed) is less 
than that (of one who does so) intentionally. As Manu (says): 


"Penance (is prescribed for both) those who (misbehave) unintentionally 
and (those who do so) intentionally. (But) what is prescribed for those who does 
so intentionally is double that (prescribed for those who do so) 
unintentionally.” 

Thus, (our view is sound that) the condition (vyavasthā) (of the 
relationship between) Karma and its consequence is determined by the intention 
(behind it). Now enough of much (discussion). 

He now relates (what has been said) to the main point:?* 


ara Wer a: HEAD HAA 11 208 d 
HATTA AA wur uo: 

anayā paripátyà yah samastam karmasartatim | 109 || 
anahamyutayd projjhet sasankoco ‘pi so ‘kalah | 


He who abandons the entire stream of Karma by disassociating 
himself from it (anaharyutaya)" is, by this process, a Vijfianakevalin 


?* Read caityabhattarakam for caitanyabhattarakam. 

%7 This verse is not found in the Manusmrti commonly available. 

?* After this digression from 97cd onwards concerning Karma, Abhinava returns to the 
main point to talk about the Vijiianakevalin who has abandoned Karma. 

?? Anahamyutaya lit. ‘not associating the ego (with it)’. The Vijnanakevalin at his level 
of subjectivity does not experience himself as an agent. He does not feel, as do the 
lower-level subjects who are affected by the impurity of Karma, that he is the agent of 
actions with Karmic consequences. In other words, he does not associate his ego with 
Karmic action, thinking “I am doing this for a particular purpose to benefit me in some 
way or avoid suffering.” His actions are not (an) ahamyuta- ‘conjoined (yuta) with the 
‘T (aham)’. 
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(akala), (who is free of Karma) even though (his consciousness is still) 
contracted. (109cd-110ab) 


(The perceiver becomes) Vijnanakevalin ‘by disassociating himself’ 
(from) ‘the entire’ (stream of Karma, both) auspicious and inauspicious, that is, 
by not being attached (to the fruit of his action) ‘by this’ (process), namely, (by 
all the ways stated) up to the renunciation of the fruit (of action). 

Surely (someone may object that), in this way, anyone who, gripped by 
hatred, may focus his intention on (his) enemy (with the resolve that) “may (the 
fruit of) my own evil deed accrue to him” so that, though he has done something 
wrong, he will not suffer the consequences. Would not the condition of (the 
relationship between) Karma and its consequence become confused 
(visaristhula) in this way? He says that: 


Ue gga freen: 11220 di 
TA eae fas waar ana aa: | 


nanv ittham duskrtam kirncid atmiyam abhisandhitah V 110 Il 
parasmai syàn na vijfiátari bhavatà tattvikarh vacah | 


(Someone may object that) surely in this way one can (transfer) 
whatever evil deed one has done (to someone else simply) by one's own 
intention (abhisaridhitah) that it may (accrue) to another. (We reply that) 
no, (this is not possible); you have not understood the true meaning of (our) 
words. (110cd-111ab) 


(The opponent may affirm that) ‘in this way’, the relationship between 
Karma and its consequence depends solely on the intention (of the agent). This 
consideration (codya) is with respect to one who has not understood the 
condition of (the relationship between) action and (its) consequence. (So he says 
that) ‘you have not understood’. 

He establishes that by reasoned argument. 


Wer gere creemefmferdememRr ieee od 
qari wem uqempd WaT | 
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tasya bhoktus tathà cet syad abhisandhir yathatmani\| 111 I 
tad avasyam parasyàpi satas tad duskrtam bhavet | 
parabhisandhisamvittau svabhisandhir drdhibhavet W 112 ll 
abhisandhanavirahe tv asya no phalayogità | 

na me duskrtam ity esa rüdhis tasyaphalàya sā I| 113 Il 
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If the intention (abhisamdhi) of the other person who is to reap the 
fruits of action (bhoktr) is the same as that within oneself, then (the 
consequences of) the evil deed will certainly accrue to him also. One's own 
intention is (sustained and) made firm in the consciousness of someone 
else's intention (if the other person is determined to act in the same way 
together with oneself), but if (that) intention is absent (on the part of the 
other person), it cannot bear fruit for him. (Therefore, he who firmly 
determines that: “this is not my evil work," it does not bear its 
consequences for him. (111cd-113) 


If the person who commits the evil deed (formulates) the intention 
within himself that *may (the consequence of) that (evil deed) accrue to him", 
and the other person he wishes to bear the consequence similarly intends that 
“may that (accrue) to me,” it would (certainly) happen that way. This is because 
one's own intention to be the recipient of (the fruit of) that (action) becomes 
firm within the consciousness of the intention that is related to the other 
(person's) good and bad deeds. The meaning is that he is resolute to be the one 
who suffers the consequence of that (action), whereas, how can one who does 
not have this intention for himself in this way experience its consequences? 
Rather, one perceives that the contrary intention spontaneously develops (within 
himself), namely, “may that evil deed not be mine". In actual fact, all this world 
is frightened of sin, the reason for that is only its consequences. So how can it 
be in this way that another is subject to the consequences of someone else's evil 
deed just by the intention of that other (person)? This is what he is saying, 
namely, that an action gives rise to its consequences because of the intention of 
the agent. The consequence does not arise when it is someone else's intention 
(that it do so for oneself), because there is no intention of one's own to be the 
recipient of (the fruit of) that (action). 

Now, if someone does something without (any specific) intention (that 
it have some particular result) for himself or another, does it give rise to its 
consequences, or does it have none? Briefly including (this question), he 
presents the accepted view: 


wüfirafsifaede area 1 
wf wo 4 RJA: 11 eee di 


parübhisandhivicchede svatmananabhisamhitau | 
dvayor api phalam na syān naSahetuvyavasthiteh | 114 Il 


When the intention of the other person (to experience the fruits of 
Karma) ceases and it is also not intended by oneself, the consequence 
accrues to neither of the two, because this condition is the cause of the 
destruction of (Karma and its consequences). (114) 


‘(Neither) of the two’ refers to the two who are the objects (visaya) of 
the agents of the act of projection of (the consequence of action). "The cause of 


TANTRALOKA 105 


destruction' is the condition of the object of intent of both oneself and the 
other. 

Surely (one may ask), (clearly) the other person does not (formulate) the 
intention “may his evil deed be mine". In the same way, (instead of wishing 
that) “may (his) good deeds be mine", (he should intend) “may that not be 
mine". So how is that it was said that (that well-wisher may effectively 
formulate the intention) “may the austerity I have performed today be for this 
(other person's benefit)??? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


geet gA ma aan: d 
Aae rear RFEA 24 od 
ga H gagi edm wg 

"Wr warrenty aT: 11226 |di 


sukhahetau sukhe cásya samanyad abhisandhitah | 

nirvisesád api nyàyyà dharmádiphalabhoktrtà \\ 115 || 

duhkham me duhkhahetur và stad ity esa punar na tu | 

samanyo ‘py abhisandhih syat tad adharmasya nagamah || 116 || 


Everyone generally intends to be happy and acquire the cause of 
happiness. Thus, it makes sense that they should all without exception (wish 
to) enjoy the fruits of the virtue (dharma) and the like (of others). It is also 
(everyone's) common intention not to suffer or acquire a cause of suffering, 
and so one does not accrue evil actions (adharma) (from others). (115-116) 


All people desire happiness and to get rid of suffering. Thus, it makes 
sense that everybody (shares this) ‘common intention’ for themselves with 
respect to happiness and its cause, not indeed for suffering and its cause. Thus, 
it is rightly said that ‘the other person accrues the fruit of good action, not that 
of evil deeds’. ‘(They should all) without exception ((wish to) enjoy the 
fruits of the virtue (dharma) and the like (of others))', even if there is no 
such (intention on the part of another that) “may the austerity I have practiced 
today be for this (other person's benefit)". This is the meaning. 

Having explained that by the way, he continues with the main point. 


qd Fe WTSI Ug | 
sméqaur wat fac PAART: ieee di 


prakrtam brümahe jnanakalasyoktacarasya yat | 
anahamyutaya sarvà vilinah karmasamskriyah \| 117 || 


The point of what we are saying is that all the latent impressions of 


* Above, 9/106c. 
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destroyed (because he is disassociated from them) by not considering them 
to be his own (anahariyatayà). (117) 


(By saying that this is so for) ‘(the Vijñānakevalin) who behaves (cara) 
in the manner described’ is recollected all that should be known, mentioned 
previously, that logically explains the absence of Karmic Impurity (in his case). 
Thus (for this reason), the Vijianakala has no Karmic Impurity. As there is no 
need for him to do (anything) to make this capacity (to destroy the traces of 
Karma) manifest; (it is clear that) the Impurity (of this perceiver) is about to be 
destroyed. (Spontaneously,) by its very nature, it is in the process of being 
destroyed by the progression (of stages), beginning with the condition in which 
it is being destroyed to some degree, and the subsequent (stages, until) it is fully 
destroyed. 

He says that: 


Taree 3 err mem aaa | 
AO: FG dumb ATATA 11 222 I 


tasmād asya na karmásti kasyàpi sahakaritam | 
malah karotu tenàyam dhvarsamànatvam asnute | 118 ll 


Therefore, he neither has any Karma, nor does Impurity (continue 
to) serve as an (attendant) concomitant cause of anything, and so it is in the 
process of being destroyed." (118) 


‘And so’, because (the fundamental Impurity of individuality) is not a 
concomitant (attendant) cause (of the development of further Karma, it is in the 
process of being destroyed). 

Surely (one may ask), when Impurity has been destroyed, the egoity 
(aharibháva) (of pure consciousness) arises everywhere as (the experience that) 
‘I am everything’, as it is such both in relation to Karma and its consequence. 
As that is so, would he not be associated with the Impurity of Karma again? 
With this doubt in mind, he says: 


aaea fara: | 
sra + FARATE 11222 0 


apadhvastamalas tv antahsivavesavasikrtah | 
ahambhavaparo ‘py eti na karmadhinavrttitam | 119 ll 


% See above, 9/93cd-95ab. 

?* These are the three main stages in which Karmic impressions are progressively 
destroyed — 1) cessation of acquisition of new Karma, 2) no stimulus from one’s own 
innate Impurity, that is, ignorance, to produce more Karma, 3) the destruction of the 
previous Karma. 
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He in whom Impurity has been destroyed, dominated (vasikrta) by 
his inward absorption (avesa) in Siva, being (entirely) intent on the egoity 
(of pure consciousness) (ahambhava), does not become subject to Karma. 
(119) 


The reason for (his) not being subject to Karma is because he has been 
dominated (vasikrta) by his absorption (avesa) in Siva. 

This Impurity is thus the cause of the sprout of transmigratory 
existence. Having in that context also included (an exposition) of the nature of 
the sprout of transmigratory existence amongst all the aforementioned things to 
be understood (prameya), he corroborates (this view) with the teaching of the 
venerable Málinivijaya. 


am AANA p oqegenmmm | 
Tones FARO | 3e |i 
qiia uH gag aR | 


uktam $ripürvasüstre ca tad etat parameśinā | 
malam ajfiánam icchanti samsarankurakaranam || 120 Il 
dharmadharmatmakam karma sukhaduhkhadilaksanam | 


The Supreme Lord has said as much in the Sripürvaéastra. ‘(The 
wise) prefer (the view that) Impurity is ignorance, (not a material 
substance, as the dualists maintain). It is the cause of (Karma, which is) the 
sprout of transmigratory existence (samsüra). Karma is (both) virtue 
(dharma) and vice (adharma), and the characteristic sign of (Karma is that 
we experience) pleasure, pain, and the like, (that are the consequences of 
Karma). (120-121ab) 


He declares the thread of (the sequence of the consequences of) Karma 
there (in that context). 


waaay ae wd ard Eque 1123 od 
laksayet sukhaduhkhadi svam karyari^^ hetubhavatah W 121 I 


The result of one’s own (Karma) is experienced as pleasure, pain, 
and the like, in accord with (their Karmic) causes. (121cd) 


(The result of one’s own (Karma)) ‘is experienced’, that is, established 
as that which instigates one’s own being (to be subject to its consequences). 


?5 Verses 120cd-121ab are MV 1/23cd-24ab. The first line is also quoted above in 
1/23ab in TÀv ad 9/98cd-99ab and paraphrased below in 13/49cd. MV 1/23c is cited in 
TAv ad 9/65cd-66ab. 

% Read kdryam for karya. 
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This is the meaning. (One may ask) what renders it apparent? With this doubt in 
mind, he says, (the results that are) ‘in accord with (their Karmic) causes." 
Surely (one may object) that, because of the principle that ‘causes do 
not necessarily (produce their) effects (immediately and in every case)", in 
what way can a cause invariably (niyamena) establish (the nature of its) effect? 


afe èg: merare fae ard fast afud 
tga arate worm 1222 od 


na hi hetuh kadàpy aste vind karyam nijarn kvacit | 
hetutà yogyataivasau phalanantaryabhavitd || 122 |l 


There is no cause anywhere ever devoid of its own effect. The causal 
state (hetutd) is the capacity (yogyata) (to produce an effect). It is 
established to be such by its consequent result.” (122) 


What (is a cause’s) ‘capacity’? (In response to this question, he says): 
‘it is established to be such by its consequent result.’ Thus, the Naiyayikas 
and others accept that the causal condition is (the result of) an aggregate (of 
causal factors). (Accordingly, the meaning is that) the aggregate (of causal 
factors together constitute) a cause. It is said that ‘causes do not necessarily 
(produce their) effects (immediately and in every case)’ in relation (to a single 
cause), not the aggregate (of causal factors). 

Surely (one may ask), if that is so, does the causal status of fire, for 
example, which is also associated with an aggregate (of causal factors), exist 
prior to its product, or not? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Tire qq erin e 


pürvakasya tu hetutvam páramparyena * * * 


(The entity) that precedes (its effect) is indirectly a cause (before it 
has given rise to its products). (123a) 


Thus, the explanation (given above), that the characteristic sign of 
(Karma is that we experience) pleasure, pain and the like (which are the 
consequences of Karma). This explanation contains that of the genitive 
ascriptive compound (sasfitatpurusa) (sukhaduhkhadilaksanam, i.e. ‘the 
characteristic sign of (Karma is that we experience) pleasure, pain and the like 
(that are the consequences of Karma) ).* 


%5 The same dictum is quoted above in TÀv intro to 1/161 (see 1/161 for Abhinava’s 
response) and TAv ad 4/59. 

2% The word yogyatā that I here translate as ‘capacity’ literally means ‘competence’. A 
cause is a cause because it is fit to produce its own effect. 

%7 We know that the nature of a Karma by its effect, that is, consequence. 

28 See above, 9/121b. 
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sse fF TA | 
CU Wu: FA TSH 23 N 
frere fetes ate exam | 


ok kk KR RAE EE Linn ca tat | 


laksyate sukhaduhkhadyaih samàne drstakarane V 123 ll 
citrair hetvantaram kiücit tac ca karmeha darsanàt | 


Moreover, (the variety) one experiences of pleasure, pain, and the 
rest, even when (their) perceived cause is the same, indicates that there is 
some other cause (apart from that one). That is Karma, because it is seen 
(to be operating in this way) here (in this world). (123bcd-124ab) 


One should not think that (he says) ‘moreover’ because (what was said) 
previously is not (fully) stated; rather, it is to highlight, by carrying over (avrtti) 
(what was said in the previous line), that it is to be taken together as (a single) 
cumulative (statement) (samuccaya). Even if the ‘perceived cause is the same’ 
for every single person, such as service (of the teacher), study and the like, the 
variety of joys and sorrows etc. ‘indicates’, that is, one infers that there is some 
other cause which is said to be unperceived to some degree, as it could not 
logically be explained otherwise. This is the meaning. 

Moreover, because it gives rise to a specific result, one must accept that 
it is due to some particular (cause), and ‘that’, he says ‘is Karma’. But even 
though if this (causal state) is a quality of Karma, why could it not (something 
we experience) also be due, for example, to (some) unknown evil spirit? With 
this doubt in mind, he says that (this is so), ‘because (Karma) is seen (to be 
operating in this way) here (in this world). The sense is that in all 
circumstances here (in this world) one sees a variety of results due to the variety 
of Karma. 

He (now logically) justifies (this view). 


wag verte area erator 1 $3v di 
gea aro at aca | 


svange prasádarauksyàdi jayamanam svakarmanà V 124 || 
drstam ity anyadehastharn karanam karma kalpyate | 


Observing in one's own (present) body that, for example, (tranquil,) 
well-disposed (prasáda), or troubled (raksa) (states of being) arise due to 
one's own action, one conceives that the Karma (accumulated) in another 
(previous) body is the cause (of one's present condition). (124cd-125ab) 


"Observing in one's own (present) body that, for example, 
(tranquil) well-disposed (prasada), or troubled (raksa) (states of being) 
arise due to one's own action', such as smearing it with dust. In accord with 
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dictum that ‘one conceives the unseen to be like what is seen’, one infers that 
the cause (of the present condition) is Karma, not an evil spirit or the like. 
However, that (Karma) is present, that is, accumulated in another (previous) 
body. This is the meaning. 

Nor should one consider that there is no such parallel (example) here. 
Thus he says: 


PASTS TES HHS Aa: d 224 di 
qfi mb a: wae a AT aq: | 


ihapy anyányadehasthe sphutam karmaphale yatah | 125 Il 
krsikarma madhau bhogah Sarady anya ca sā tanuh | 


It is evident here (in this world) also that action and its fruit are 
present (and experienced) in different bodies. Thus, (for example, the 
farmer) sows his crops in the spring and reaps them (bhoga) in the autumn, 
(when his) body differs from (the one he had before). (125cd-126ab) 


Nobody disagrees that *here (in this world) also' the body changes 
every moment.” There is no disagreement (with the view) that ‘Karma is 
accumulated in one body and its consequence in another’. Thus, land is 
ploughed and the seed is sown in spring and its fruit (the harvest is reaped) in 
autumn, and because of the variety (of these) situations, this makes for a 
difference (in his) the body. Thus, it is rightly said that ‘one infers that the 
Karma (accumulated) in another (previous) body is the cause (of one’s present 
condition)’. 

Surely (one may object that that) would (entail the unwanted) 
consequence that what has been done is destroyed and what has not been done 
accrues (the experience of the consequence of Karma)? With this doubt in mind, 
he says: 


STTHSHTQERET GIA ATT: 035 I 
wu ache fpi at mum goa |d 


anusandhatur ekasya sambhavas tu yatas tatah 126 ll 
tasyaiva tatphalam citram karma yasya purütanam | 


Insofar as the subject who links together experience (anusaridhàtr) 
is one and the same, it is he alone who accrues the varied fruit of that, his 
past action. (126cd-127ab) 


“I experience today what I have sown before" — because of the unity of 
this ascertainment (anusarndhana) (which links the two experiences together), 
insofar as the foundation of Karma and its consequence is not different, what 


% Sariraksanikatve means literally ‘the body is momentary’. 
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has been done is not destroyed, nor does one accrue (any consequences) from 
what has not been done. Thus, it is rightly said that the action and (its) result are 
in the different bodies (that exist on those two occasions). 

Surely (one may object), this may be so if there is a perceived 
connection (anusarndhana) between (Karma and its consequence), but does 
anyone (perceive this) in the case of Karma from a previous birth and (its) 
consequence here (in this one)? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


aAA wem xe RATARI 11 228 odi 
FRM WT THOT | 

geb STRATA 1 222 odi 
fart Yer WO Gea WaT WHT | 


ksivo ‘pi raja südam ced ādiśet pratar idrsam || 127 || 
bhojayety anusandhànàd vind prapnoti tatphalam | 
ittham janmantaropattakarmapy adyánusandhinà || 128 || 
vind bhunkte phalam hetus tatra pracya hy akampatà | 


If a drunken king orders his cook in the morning to prepare a 
particular kind (of food) (idr$am) (for him at midday), he obtains that 
result without connecting (the two events) together (because he is drunk). 
In the same way, one also experiences the consequences (of the Karma) 
accrued in another life, (even) without consciously connecting it today (in 
the present to the previous experience). The reason for this is the previous 
unwavering (intention to act in a way as to give rise to a particular result). 
(127cd-129ab) 


A drunken king does not experience the connection (between his 
previous action and its result), such that (he is aware that): “I ordered the cook 
yesterday (to cook a meal) and so I got to enjoy the result of that command 
today in this way". (The king ordered the cook) ‘to prepare food (for him)’ 
means (he issued the order, saying) "prepare a meal". This is the meaning. In 
the same way, here (in everyday life) there is no logical defect (in the notion 
that) one gets the result of the Karma of a previous life even without the 
perception of a connection (anusarhdhāna) (between them). 

Surely (one may object) that it was said before that the condition (of the 
relationship) between Karma and its consequence depends solely on the 
perception of a connection (between them), so how is it that now (this view is) 
reversed? With this doubt in mind, he says, ‘the reason for this is the previous 
unwavering (intention to act in a way as to give rise to a particular result)’. 
(Karma gives rise to its) consequence (phala) here (in this case) due the 
firmness of the impressions derived from the previous firm, unwavering 
intention: “I will do this". That itself is the impelling cause (prayojaka) here (in 
this case). Nothing (else is) required at all (to explain the nature of) the 
consequence (of Karma) and its relationship (to it). This was established 
previously. Thus, it is essential that the latent trace of the prior intention of the 


112 CHAPTER NINE 


Karma, which is propense to give (its) fruit, be firm (and stable) in this way, 
because otherwise (the Karma) would not be such as it (normally) is 
(tathatvayogat) (and so give rise to its fruits). Thus (the latent trace of the prior 
intention in the case of Karma), which is not propense (to bear its fruit), cannot 
possess that firmness (and stability) in the same way. Thus, it possible by some 
means to prevent (that kind of Karma from) giving rise to its consequences. The 
point is that it is possible there (in such cases) that, for example, an inner 
suspension (of the karmic process) may take place. 
He says that: 


ad VS d wi mum quum wr 11222 0 
ara q Peta wow | 


ata eva krtam karma karmaná tapasapi và || 129 Il 
jñānena và nirudhyeta phalapakesv anunmukham | 


Therefore, the Karma produced (in the past), which is not propense 
to the maturing of (its) consequences (phalapaka), can be checked by 
(performing a) ritual, by (practicing) austerity, or by knowledge." (129cd- 
130ab) 


"Therefore', because it is necessary for Karma to be propense (to give 
rise to its) consequences for there to be a preceding unwavering intention (for it 
to do so). ‘It can be checked by (performing a) ritual’, such as ritual initiation 
,?! which makes (Karma) unfit to bear its fruit. This is the meaning. 

Thus, Karma, which is propense to give its fruit, cannot be blocked. 
Accordingly, he says: 


smear SS ae: EH TRTA (630 íi 
saama fnr afe wad | 


Grabdhakaryam dehe ‘smin yat punah karma tat katham | 130 || 
ucchidyatam antyadaSam niroddhum na hi sakyate | 


(However), how can the Karma that has started to have its effect 
(arabdhakarya) in this body be eliminated? (It cannot). That which has 
reached its final stage (of completion) cannot be suppressed.” (130cd- 
131ab) 


%0 Phalapaka literally means ‘maturing of the fruit’. 

351 Initiation can be imparted by means of a rite (kriyá), or in other more direct ways, 
such as the imparting of knowledge (jRanadiksà), or just transfer (sarnkramana) of the 
teacher’s state of enlightened consciousness to the disciple. See above, note 1,1020. 

3? See below, 13/237. 
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‘How can (that Karma) be eliminated?’ It cannot be eliminated in 
any way. This is the meaning. The reason for this is that it ‘has started to have 
its effect'. To the extent that (the Karma) has not begun to produce (its) effect, 
it can be prevented from beginning to do so by some (other) intermediate 
means. Thus (in that circumstance), it is possible (yukta) to block (its 
production). However, when, on the contrary, it has begun to produce (its 
effect), because it has commenced (to do so), how can it be suppressed? Thus it 
is said: ‘that which has reached its final stage (of completion) cannot be 
suppressed'. With the same intended sense, it is declared everywhere that: 
‘only (the Karma) that has begun (to take effect) (prarabdha) should not be 
purified (in the course of initiation) *. . . that (Karma) by which this (body is 
sustained can only be destroyed) by the experience (of its consequences). 


33 SvT 4/141d also quoted below in 15/27. This is an instruction issued to the teacher 
who is initiating his disciple. Initiation is a process of purification from binding 
Impurity, including that of past Karma. The Tantra instructs that Karma that has started 
to produce its effect should not be removed. Otherwise, the disciple would die, as he 
continues to inhabit the body in order to experience the consequences of Karma. Cf. 
above, 1/36-51, also TÀv ad 1/43, where the same is quoted. 

?* Kirana vidyapada 6/20d. This quarter verse is also quoted below in TAv ad 15/27-29 
and ad 19/27cd-29ab. It is quoted repeatedly by Saiddhantikas. See for example, by 
Sadyojyotis ad Tattvasarngraha 37 (whole verse), by Aghoraśivācārya ad 
Ratnatrayapariksà 165cd-166ab (whole verse), again ibid. ad 315 (whole). This quarter 
verse is quoted by Ramakantha in his commentary (vrtti) on the Sárdhatrisatikálottara 
ad 2/lab, also Matarigapáramesvaravrtti (Kriyapáda p. 150 line 17. Ksemaraja quotes it 
in SvTu ad 3/174 and ad 4/67. The entire verse, which Ksemarája states is from the 
Kirana, is quoted in the commentary on SvT 4/1 19ab. It reads: 


anekabhavikam karma dagdham bijam* ivanubhih | 
bhavisyad api sariruddhari yenedam tad dhi bhogatah \\ 


*Goodall (Kirana: p. 384 n 645): ‘[instead of dagdham bijarn] we must read 
dagdhabijam in compound and understand it as a bahuvrihi [attributive compound 
qualifying karma]. Admittedly only one manuscript has this; but it is supported by the 
commentaries of Ràmakantha and Tryambakasambhu and by the commentary on 
Sataratnasangraha 88 (p. 91), and the expression has parallels in other Tantras, for 
example, Svacchanda 4/148cd." 


"The action of many existences has its seeds burnt, so to speak (iva), by mantra 
(in initiation). Future (action) too is blocked; (but) that by which this (body is sustained 
can be destroyed only) by experience (of its consequences). KiT 1/6/20 (Goodall's 
translation 1998: 383-4) 

It is useful to quote the verse that follows also, along with Ramakantha’s 
commentary (translation by Goodall, Kirana p. 383-384): 


‘(Only) when the body collapses (does the soul attain) liberation. Otherwise 
(initiation) which gives immediate liberation (sadyonirvanadd) may also be effected by 
mantra-souls (anubhih) that are eternally established, and therefore they link (souls) to 
Siva.’ (Kirana VP 6/21) 


Ramakantha: ‘Now (‘avar), in the initiation that grants immediate liberation, it 
is (here) taught that all previous accumulated actions without exception are destroyed 
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Again, the initiation that bestows immediate liberation, for example, is 
imparted when death is immanent. In that case also it is because the fruit (of 
Karma) is practically exhausted, thus it is possible to purify the (remaining) 
Karma, which is not propense (to fruition), and so there is no defect (in our 
view). It is said (further ahead): 


‘having observed that the disciple is consumed by old age and is 
severely afflicted by illness, (the teacher) should cause him to quit (the body), 
and then conjoin him to the Supreme Reality." 


The Karma that determines lifespan and caste, that initiates (the 
existence of) the body, should not be blocked, because it has begun to take 
effect. However, the present or past (Karma accrued) in (this) body will give 
rise to (its) effect, that is, just the experience of (its) consequence (bhoga), in 
(some) days, months or years. Is it possible to block that or not? With this doubt 
in mind, he says: 


Waa EE Gea aT ATA 1 232 II 
Fi qs]: A saat | 


tatraiva dehe yat tv anyad adyagam và puratanam || 131 Il 
karma taj jnànadiksadyaih sandhikartum prasahyate | 


The other (kind of) Karma (that has not started to take its effect), 
whether it is present (action) or past, can be neutralized there, in that same 
body, by the initiation of knowledge?” and other (means). (131cd-132ab) 


through experience (bhoga) before their time, even without producing their (ordinary 
expected) fruit, by the power of the mantras. But in the initiation which does not grant 
immediate liberation, because the soul wishing to receive immediate liberation is not 
entitled to it, the mantras are not used to destroy the body, but rather to protect it, 
because that body of past actions by which this body is sustained (arabdham) and the 
way in which it is sustained, can be destroyed only by experiencing, not by this (power 
of mantras). As for that body of action called ‘future’ because it is to be performed after 
initiation, it is taught (here) that it is blocked by this (power of the mantras), because it 
lacks the strength to leave traces of itself (from which results would spring), since 
actions (in order to have their results) must leave traces in matter (prakrtau). And so, all 
actions without exception are rendered such that their seeds are burnt, with regard to 
(their capacity to affect) the initiate, by the power of the mantras; they do not again 
become fit to keep their traces. And in initiation that grants immediate liberation, 
although these (actions) are destroyed because of the power of the propitiated mantras, it 
is taught that the body remains sustained, as with the spinning of the (potter's) wheel. 
Thus, the fault that the body should die absolutely after initiation does not apply (in 
either case).” 

%5 dattaprayaphalatvat “because the fruit has virtually (all) been given’. 

?* Abhinava quotes these lines below in 16/182 and 19/8, telling us both times that they 
are from the Gahvaratantra. Jayaratha quotes this verse again in TÀv ad 13/236-238. 
Ksemaraja quotes it SvTu ad 4/148cd-149. 
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‘The other (kind of Karma)’ is the present one,™ that has not started 
to have effect, (and so) ‘can be neutralized’. The meaning is that it can be 
destroyed by eliminating its competence (yogyara) to bear fruit. The general rule 
is that ‘only (the Karma) that has begun (to take effect) (prarabdha) should not 
be purified.’*” Thus, because this is not said to be a special (case) in this way," 
one does not do so (ie. desist from eliminating it). ‘Other (means) are 
Mantras and medicinal herbs. (Concerning) that it is said: 


"Those (Karmas) which are said to be incidental (@gantu) here are 
pacified by medicinal herbs, the recitation of Mantras and the offering of 
oblations.’**! 


The employment of mercury for medical purposes (rasayana) and the 
like can assist the Karma already operant that determines a lifespan, so that one 
who (lives) for a long time may be intent on carrying out (his chosen) tasks 
without interruption. In this way, those who are intent (on doing so) may 
conquer, that is, impede for a while, (their) appointed time of death (kalamrtyu), 
although it must necessarily happen. That is said (in the following verse): 


"Those great souls who have achieved success in the medicinal use of 
mercury (rasayana), asceticism, the repetition of mantra and yoga — (these) wise 
ones, free from indolence, overcome even their appointed time of death.’ 


Again, when one makes use of poison and the like (to harm another 
person), it burns within the short-lived one (who takes it), not within anyone 
else. (However,) all the evildoer who makes use (of the poison to kill) another 
(person) has is the feeling of self-arrogation (abhimanamatra), whereby he 
thinks that “I have done this". Such is the case with this power (samarthya) 
(initiation) possesses, that has as its field of operation the Karma created by the 
body, that instigates the commencement (of its consequences) 
(arambhakakarman). As such, (although) unseen, (that power functions) for (an 
outer visible) purpose, that can also be accomplished by (other outer means) 
such as medicinal herbs. (If someone has little faith that this is possible), what 
faith can there be in that when the purpose is also unseen (as is the case with the 
removal of Karma in the course of initiation)? Thus, one should not say “what is 
the use of initiation?” (but rather believe that it is effective). Medicinal herbs 
and the like do nothing new (and miraculous) that should lead to a lack of faith 
(in their efficacy, nor does initiation). So enough of this extensive (discussion). 


23 Concerning the initiation of knowledge (jñānadīkşā), see below, 16/249, 304cd- 
306ab. 

38 Read adya for sadya. 

?* SvT 4/141d, quoted above, TĀv ad 9/130cd-131ab, see note there. 

?*' There are special cases when this general rule does not apply. An example is the 
initiation of a dying man. But here no such special provision is made, and so the general 
rule applies. In other words, the Karma that can be neutralized is one that has not begun 
to take effect, not the one that has begun to do so. 

?5! Read with MS Ñ -pradanais for -pradhānaiś. 
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What is the destruction (of Karma)? With this question in mind, he 
Says: 


Wer F E HOTT FT YA: 006 $33 | 
"pep Wer ferred gui eared Wer der | 


tathà sariskaradardhyam hi phalaya drdhatà punah W 132 \| 
yada yada vinasyeta karma dhvastam tadà tadà | 


In this way, the firmness (drdhata) and stability (dardhya) of the 
latent impression (of past action) determines its fruit. To the degree to 
which (this intensity) decreases, Karma is destroyed. (132cd-133ab) 


‘In this way’ means in accord with the development of the prior 
intention (anusaridhàna). It has been established that the latent impression (of 
Karma) that has developed (in intensity) in this way is the cause of (its) 
consequence here (in this world), whereas the decrease of the stability (of the 
intention) that instigates the production of its fruit is said to be Karma that has 
been destroyed, blocked, removed and neutralized, because it does not produce 
its effect. As (this takes place) due to those two, (namely, lack of intensity and 
stability), it is said that there is no restriction at all here (in this case) with 
regards to time (that is, how recent or old the Karma may be). In a nutshell, the 
meaning is that, in this way, everybody's Karma, even if it was produced under 
the sway of delusion, is destroyed immediately (akramena) by the initiation of 
knowledge and the like, even without (them having) the experience which is its 
consequence (bhoga). 

He says that: 


oat ren eraga RBA 1233 0 
Tent TURIS qegdHüa yea | 


ato mohaparadhino yady apy akrta kificana || 133 Il 
tathapi jiánakàle tat sarvam eva pradahyate | 


Thus, whatever one who is under the sway of delusion has (done or) 
failed to do, is all burnt away, when insight (dawns) (jñānakāle). (133cd- 
134ab) 


"Whatever (one has (done))’, whether auspicious or inauspicious, (is 
all burnt away) ‘when insight (dawns), that is, the moment (supreme) 
consciousness is experienced directly. This is the meaning. 


What is the authority here (for this view)? With this question in mind, 
he says: 
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cw AREATA: Taga: 11.23% |i 
iaaa wemi quu | 


uktam ca Sripiirve *hànadànah sarvadrg ulvanah || 134 Il 
muhürtàn nirdahet sarvan dehastham akrtam krtam | 


It is said in the venerable Maliniviyajottara"? that he who sees all 
things and does not take up or reject (anything) and is powerful, should 
burn up (in an auspicious) moment all (the residual traces of what) he has 
done (that he should not have done) and what he has not done (that he 
should have done) present in the body. (134cd-135ab) 


Here, one who 'sees all things' is he who knows all things as a form of 
pure consciousness, and so, as all relative distinctions have ceased, *he does not 
take up or reject (anything)’ and so is ‘powerful’, as one who has renounced 
the distinction (vibhága) between what is to be rejected and adopted. In a 
moment he ‘should burn up’ all that has been badly and well done that is 
‘present in the body’. The meaning is that he should makes it one with the fire 
of knowledge. 

Surely (one may ask), how is it possible that Karma is present in the 
body of one for whom everything is firmly established in consciousness? 
Taking this doubt into consideration, he himself explains what is meant by the 
expression ‘present in the body.” 


aAA tet we Tea 11234 0 
areemedfaednep qae at cad | 
Rra Fo eem RR: 11238 |i 
smod enu a fe far | 
"ERI Ua ara Flt FTAA: 11.236 |i 


dehastham iti dehena saha tadatmyam àsrità || 135 Il 
svacchandyat samvid evoktà tatrastharh karma dahyate | 
dehaikyavasanatyagat sa ca visvatmatàsthiteh ll 136 ll 
akdlakalite vyapinyabhinne ya hi samskriyà | 

sankoca eva sánena so ‘pi dehaikatamayah V 137 Il 


(The expression) ‘present in the body’ refers to consciousness itself 
which, by (its) freedom, has assumed a state of identity with the body. The 
Karma present there (within embodied consciousness) is burnt away by 
abandoning the latent impression (vasand) (which brings about this) 
oneness with the body. This is brought about by (realizing) one's own 


?? Read sripürve for Sripare. This emendation is confirmed because 135ab (from ‘burns 


up' onwards) is a literal citation of MV 18/21ab. 
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nature as all things in the undivided, pervasive, eternity (of consciousness). 
That latent impression is, essentially, a contracted (form) of consciousness 
(samkoca). Thus, that too consists of the oneness (of individualized 
consciousness) with the body. (135cd-137) 


(It is) “consciousness itself". The sense is that all empirical existents are 
the (abounding) expanse (sphdra) of (pure) consciousness. ‘(The Karma) 
present there’ is firmly established in consciousness conditioned by the body. 
This is the meaning. Such is the burning away of Karma, namely, the 
subordinate state of the latent impression of identification with the body 
(dehahambhava), because the notion of one's own identity (atmabhimàna) 
within consciousness that dwells (within its) identity as all things is primary. 
This is (the realisation of) ‘one’s own nature as all things’. It is not logically 
possible for there to be any latent impression of the body etc. as separate (from 
consciousness) within the conscious nature, which is the one, nondual ultimate 
reality (paramártha) that is eternal and (all-)pervasive. And that (latent 
impression exists) when there is a contracted (state of consciousness), and (that) 
contraction is one with the body etc. So it is rightly said that by generating 
everything in a state at one with consciousness, Karma is burnt away. As is sung 
(in the Bhagavadgita), with this (same) intended meaning: 


‘Whatever you do, whatever you eat, whatever you offer in sacrifice, 
whatever you give away, whatever austerity you practice, O Kaunteya, do it as 
an offering to Me. 


Concluding this (teaching), he introduces another: 
tea We It Ae SAT: | 
SUERTE: gA FF ÅT: 11232 II 
at: Ieee setae: | 
TRL FT TA: FA: 1123 0 
etat karmamalam proktarn™ yena sakam layakalah | 
syur guhdgahandantahsthah suptà iva sarisrpáh || 138 ll 


tatah prabuddhasamskaras te yathocitabhaginah | 
brahmdadisthavarante ‘smin samsaranti punah punah || 139 || 


This is said to be Karmic impurity with which the Dissolution 
Deconditioned (pralayakala) subjects are associated. Like sleeping serpents, 
they reside deep in the abyss of the cave (of Maya). Then, when their latent 
(karmic) impressions are awakened, they reap their appropriate 


%3 BhGi 9/27. 
% Note the gender change here from the regular masculine of malah to the neuter. 
There are several instances. 
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consequences and transmigrate repeatedly in this (universe) ranging from 
(the world of) Brahma down to (that of) plants.” (138-139) 


That *with which' (they are associated) is Karmic impurity. Dissolution 
Deconditioned (pralayakala) perceivers are bound by two impurities (that is, 
Karma and Maya). ‘The abyss of the cave’ is the womb of Maya. This 
(expression) indicates that they pervade (all lower reality levels) up to this 
much. ‘Then’ means after their stay in Maya (is over), when (a new) creation 
begins. The latent impression (in this case) is the latent trace (vasand) of Karma, 
due to the variety of which it is said that they partake of that as is appropriate 
and 'transmigrate repeatedly’, that is to say, they are emitted (onto the lower 
reality levels) by AghoreSa. (Thus) it was said before that: 


"At the end of his Day, the universe dissolves into Maya, and at the end 
of the Night, which is the same length (as the day), Gahanesa creates them 
im 266 
again. 


Surely (one may ask), do they all without distinction travel downwards, 
or (do they travel) upwards also? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


pvp era: | 
wes TSA TAT: 1 ggo odi 
Ferd d ama SMa asa | 
"ard waved Aa a ata: eve I 


ye punah karmasariskarahünyai prarabdhabhavanah | 
bhavandparinispattim aprapya pralayam gatah \\ 140 Il 
mahantam te tathantahsthabhavanapakasausthavat | 
mantratvam pratipadyante citrac citrah ca karmatah ll 141 Il 


%5 Vijnanakevalin subjects have just the one basic dnavamala. Pralayakala subjects 
have two malas — Karma and Anava. Neither of the two subjects have Mayiyamala, as 
they reside in principles that are above Maya, experiencing the state in which the 
phenomenal universe is dissolved away at the end of a cycle of creation. This state of 
withdrawal (sarnhára) is the Night. When the period of withdrawal ends, a new Day 
begins. Jayaratha quotes the following verse in this regard: 


‘At the end of that Day, the Universe dissolves into Maya; when this Night 
comes to an end, GahaneZa creates (it) once again." 


The Vijüanakalas at that time progress upwards into the pure principles 
(Suddha tattva), where their Anavamala is also exhausted, with just the latent traces of it 
remaining. Some Pralayakalas ‘wake up’ instead back on the lower sphere of the impure 
principles, and are reborn in physical bodies. Some, whose Karma has exhausted, may 
rise — *wake up' — at the pure level. Pralayakala escape karmic retribution only until the 
next cosmic dissolution. 
?* Above, 6/155cd-156ab (155). 
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Again, those who have started to practice meditation (bhavana) in 
order to destroy the latent impressions of their Karma, (but are 
themselves) dissolved away in the great destruction up to unmanifest 
Nature (mahat) (at the end of a cosmic cycle) before their meditative 
practice has reached perfection, assume the diverse states of the Mantra 
(subjects) brought about by their diverse Karma, and according to the 
degree in which the inner (impression) of their meditative practice 
(bhavana) has reached maturity. (140-141) 


(This happens) ‘before their meditative practice has reached 
perfection'. The sense (of saying this is that,) had they achieved that, their 
status would be that of Consciousness Deconditioned (perceivers) (vijianakala). 
‘The inner (impression)’ (these perceivers have) is the latent impression (of 
past Karma) (they) possess (dattavásánd), according to the (degree in which 
their) latent trace of Karma is destroyed. (The word) 'diverse', in accord with 
the maxim of the eye of a crow,” qualifies both Karma and the degree in which 
the inner (impression) of their meditative practice (bhāvanā) has reached 
maturity.” Thus, it is said that the state of the Mantra (perceiver) is diverse, 
according to whether it is stained (sdfijana) or stainless (nirafijana). The sense 
is that the effect is various, according to the diversity of the cause. It is not 
possible (to explain this diversity) otherwise, as the Dissolution Deconditioned 
(perceivers) are the material cause (upādāna)™ of the Mantra (perceivers). As 
they say: 

"The being of the Mantra (perceivers) is graced by that of the 
Dissolution Deconditioned (perceivers)." 

Moreover, it is said in the Malinivijayortara"" that the material cause of 
the Mantramahesvara (perceivers) are the Consciousness Deconditioned ones 


(perceivers). Thus, as the remaining ones, it is established that the Dissolution 
Deconditioned (perceivers) are the material cause of the Mantra (perceivers).”” 


%7 See above 4/14 and Singh 1989: 37. 

?* The crow is believed to have only one eye, that shifts from one side of its head to the 
other as it moves it. The analogy (nyáya) refers to a quality that is applicable equally to 
two or more things, alternately or together. 

% [n other words, the diverse states of the Mantra subjects which the Dissolution 
Deconditioned perceivers become is brought about both by their prior diverse Karma 
and by the diverse degree in which the inner (impression) of their meditative practice 
(bhávaná) has reached maturity. 

7" Read pralayakalopadanatve for pralayakalopadanatve. The term ‘upadana’ denotes 
the material cause of something, as for example, the clay of a jar. The Mantra perceivers 
are ‘made’ from the Dissolution Deconditioned perceivers, in the sense that the latter 
evolve into the former. 

?' [t seems from this statement that the line Jayaratha has quoted is drawn from the MV, 
but it cannot be traced in the printed edition, nor can the rest Jayaratha says. 

7? The impure level is the basis of the pure, in the sense that it is the ‘contracted’ or 
limited form at the equivalent pure level. There are several examples of this principle in 
differing contexts. We have observed it in the formation of the consonants from the 
vowels. Normally, as a mirror image of the pure level, the impure level is reversed with 
respect to it. Thus, whereas the vowel series begins with Anuttara, the highest principle, 
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Now he concludes the main point. 


The Nature of Maya? 


the consonants begin with Earth, which is the lowest. In accord with this logic, we 
would expect the Mahamantresvara (= Mantramaheévara) perceivers to be the 
counterparts at the pure level of the Sakalas, at the impure. The counterparts of the 
Pralayakala perceivers. One wonders whether to emend the text here or whether 
Jayaratha is mistaken. 

7? This subject is discussed from here up to verse 166ab, cf. MVV 2/207-216 which is 
as follows: 


maya ca nama visvasya ya karanam iti sthità | 

sā dharanyantatattvamsagarbha nityà yadi sphutam W 207 ll 

pralayo na kadacit syan nanu sa vyaktibhavatah [vyaktyabhàveti pathah] | 
vyaktim nama na jànimo vijianari grahyata yatah V 208 Il 
tadisvaraparajfiánagráhyatàsti sadátani | 

tasyam avidyamanayam isvarah karanam kutah V 209 1l 


‘Maya abides as the cause of the universe. It contains (all its) aspects within 
itself, ending with the principle of Earth. If it were to be perpetually apparent (sphuta), 
cosmic destruction (pralaya) would never occur. Surely, (someone may object that that 
takes place) because it manifests (as such, and so that too is a kind of manifestation) 
(vyaktibhava). (Our response to that objection is that) we know of no such thing called 
‘manifestation’ (vyakti) (out of unmanifest Maya), for objectivity is (ultimately) 
consciousness (vijfiana), and so the objectivity (grahyara) of the supreme knowledge of 
the Lord of that (universe) is eternal. How can the Lord be the cause of its absence? 
(207-209) 


sphutam prakurute kumbham tadvad ise bhavisyati | 
maivam antarbahirüpakaranapravibhedatah V 210 Il 
sphutàsphutádivijfiànar yuktam kumbhakrti sphutam | 
isvarasya sphutodarapurvavijnanasalinah V 211 | 

ko na jfiáto bhaved bhago yatrapi vyaktyapeksità | 


(The opponent rejoins:) (the potter) makes the jar apparent (sphuta). It will be 
like that (also) within the Lord. (Our reply is that) no! that is not so, for that would entail 
that there is a difference between internal and external instrumental causes. (What is) 
sound (yukta), is that there is consciousness (that is variously) apparent (sphuta) or not 
(asphuta) etc. The form of the jar is clearly apparent. What part (bhdga) of the Lord, 
Who possesses the prior consciousness (vijñäna), which is clearly apparent and noble, is 
not known, even where that (part) depends on (its) manifestation? (210-212ab) 


satkaryavadinàm dese karane ‘pi sphutam sthitam | 212 ll 
visvam ity api mdyayam sphutam syàd asamaiijasam | 
vyüpakàs ca Sivatmanas tattvaih sakam parasparam | 213 Il 
kathari ca nàma vidyantam vyapakatvatirohiteh | 

vikàsah paramo vyaptih sarnvido bheda ucyate I 214 Il 


According to those who maintain that the effect is pre-existent in the cause 
(satkaryavadin), the universe clearly abides within the place which is its cause, and so it 
should also be apparent within Maya. (According to us this is) incorrect (and illogical). 
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asya kàrmamalasyeyan mayantadhvavisarinah | 
pradhanam kàranari proktam ajñħñānātmāņavo malah ll 142 ll 


This Karmic Impurity flows along the path within Maya. Its 
fundamental (material) cause (pradhdna) is said to be the soul’s innate 
Impurity (anavamala), which is ignorance. (142) 


(The soul's basic impurity) is the ‘fundamental cause’ (of Karma), 
because it makes each of (its) powers (samarthya) manifest. The sense is that it 
has no capacity at all to give rise to its effects without its assistance (as an 
auxiliary cause). As is said: 


"The power Karma possesses to gives rise to the birth (of the soul in an 
embodied state) is never without (the soul's fundamental) Impurity. An 
individual soul (anu) is nowhere seen to be born free of ignorance. ^ 

Surely (one may ask), fine, let it be (as you say, but) then what is said to 
be the disturbed state introduced previously (in the following words): 


(The individual) souls are pervasive and, (essentially) Siva by nature, are (related) 
mutually (to one another), along with the reality principles (rattva). (Pray tell me, their) 
pervasive state is obscured, and so how would they be known? (In reply to this question, 
we say that) the supreme pervasion is the expansion of consciousness, and that is said to 
be unity (abheda). (212cd-214) 


vari kaficukavrütam tathà karanasamcayah | 

itah pürvam eva karyavargas ca carcitah || 215 ll 
yávac chivapadádhyásavandhyar visvam na visphuret | 
tatsvatantryakathamatram etad ity avadhüryatüm 216 ll 


The aggregate of obscuring coverings (kaficuka) is made of Maya, and so too 
the aggregate of instrumental means (of perception and action). This has been 
expounded (vicarita) previously, as has the category of the resultant (gross material) 
products (karyavarga). (The conclusion is that,) as long as the universe is devoid of the 
superimposition (adhyása) of Siva's plane (pada), it would not be manifestly apparent. 
Understand that (all this discussion) is only talk concerning (Siva's) freedom." (215- 
216) 

* BhoKa 126cd-127ab. The printed edition reads: janmádijanikà for janmabhijanika 
Aghorasivacarya comments: — ajüanahetunà malena — rahitasya — muktatmano 
janmadarsanat karmanusthanadarsanacca malayuktasyaiva karmárjanarn tadbhogo và 
upayujyate |I 


‘It is reasonable (to maintain that it is the soul) that, conjoined to Impurity, 
accrues Karma or has the experience of its consequence (bhoga), because one does not 
see the birth of a liberated soul who is devoid of Impurity, which is the cause of 
ignorance, and also because he is seen to be dedicated to Karma." 
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"The craving for worldly experience has been aroused by the Lord's 
will?” 


With this doubt in mind, he says: 


MAA ASA sear VE | 
Remia erR aA TA R3 d 


ksobho ‘sya lolikakhyasya sahakāritayā sphutam | 
tisthasayogyataunmukhyam isvarecchàvasaàc ca tat V 143 Il 


The disturbance (ksobha) (brought about by) this (Impurity) called 
‘craving’ (lolika)"* is its clearly evident propensity (aunmukhya) to act” as 
a concomitant cause (of Karmic Impurity). That too is due to the lord's 
will.?” (143) 


*(To act) as a concomitant cause', that is, of Karmic impurity. 


Surely (one may ask), if that is achieved by the power (samarthya) of 
this reality (i.e. the fettered soul's inherent craving) itself, what purpose is 
served here (in this case) by the Lord's will? With this doubt in mind, he says: 

q refarefüveri feat santa erat aa: | 


na jadas cidadhisthanam vinà kvàpi ksamo yatah | 


This is because an insentient entity can in no circumstance do 
anything if it is not sustained by consciousness. (144ab) 


Surely (one may ask), if the Lord were in this way to conjoin Impurity 
to individual souls separate (from Himself) by His own will (as He chooses), 
would that not amount to a dualist view? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


SUT TH AAAA ÈR: ovv dU 
feagai Jeo: AAT: | 


anavo nama naivanyat prakasatma mahesvarah ll 144 II 
cidacidriipatabhast pudgalah ksetravit pasuh | 


The individual souls (anu) are none other than Mahe$vara (the 
Great Lord) Who is the Light (of consciousness). Manifesting (as a mixture 


75 Above, 9/61a. 

778 See above 9/84cd-86. 

7" risthasdyogyata literally means (intent) ‘to be fit to wish to abide’. 
278 See MV 1/24cd and above, 9/61. 
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of) the sentient and the insentient,”” (He is variously called) the individual 
soul (pudgala), the witness of the field (of the body) (ksetravit)" and the 
fettered soul (pasu). (144cd-145ab) 


The individual souls (anu) are nothing at all other then Mahe$vara, who 
is the Light (of consciousness), and who, out of His own free will, shining forth 
within Himself as sentient and insentient, is the ‘individual soul (pudgala)’. 
(This name) is derived from the root puth in the sense of ‘violence’ (Airisa) and 
‘creation of affliction’ (samklesana). (From it.) by adding the nominal suffix 
(kvip),*' (is derived the) the noun pudgala, (that denotes the individual soul,) 
insofar as (its) intellect is intent on violence (puthà, hirisá), because it falls 
(galati), and because (of its) affliction (kleśa).™ He is called ‘pasu’ because of 
the bondage (pásyatva) arising from considering himself to be the body, which 
is the field (ksetra) wherein the seeds of Karma grow (and so is also called 
'ksetravid" — the witness of the field of the body). This is the meaning. That is 
said (with the words): ‘Siva Himself has assumed the state of the fettered 
soul"? 


Surely (one may ask), when He assumes the state of a fettered soul, 
what happens by (His) manifesting (in a state which is a mixture) of the sentient 
and insentient? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


frere: wp cunt fer Arama: fv I 
ania rea ga: wmm gd 
sfera Yet Taree d0$v& II 


*” cidacidripatabhasi could also be translated as ‘making manifest (a mixture of) the 
sentient and the insentient." 

% Literally *knower of the field’ of the psychophysical organism. See BhG 13/1 ff. 

2! kvip is ‘the denominative affix zero applied to any substantive in the sense of 
behaviour asvati, gardabhati etc. kvibanta, a substantive ending with the krt suffix kvip 
(zero affix) added to the root to form a noun in the sense of the verbal action (bhava). 
The words ending with this affix having got the sense of verbal activity in them quite 
suppressed, get the noun terminations su, au, jas etc. and not tit ah etc. placed after 
them; cf. krdabhihito bhàvo dravyavad bhavati. However, at the same time, these words 
undergo certain operations peculiar to roots simply because the krt affix entirely 
disappears, and the word formed appears like a root; cf. kvibantà dhatutvam na jahati 
Kaiyata's Prad. on 7.1.70." Abhyankar, Kashinath Vasudev Abhyankar: ‘A Dictionary 
of Sanskrit Grammar'. Oriental Institute, Baroda 1977. 

?* According to the Yogasütra, as noted in Monier-Williams's Sanskrit dictionary, there 
are five kleSas, that is, impediments to progress in Yoga. They are: 1) ignorance 
(avidyà), 2) egotism (asmità), 3) desire (raga), 4) aversion (dvesa), and 5) tenacious 
clinging to mundane existence (abhinivesa). The Buddhists say that there are ten. Three 
concern the body — namely, murder, theft and adultery. Four relate to speech — namely, 
lying, slander, abuse and unprofitable conversation. Three relate to mind, that is, 
Covetousness, malice and scepticism. 

%3 PS 5d. This quarter verse is also quoted above in TAv ad 1/222-223 and 1/331 (330); 
cf. ad 6/41cd-42ab. 
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cidrüpatvàác ca sa vyapi nirguno niskriyas tatah | 145 || 
bhogopayepsuko nityo mürtivandhyah prabhasyate | 
acittvad ajfiatà bhedo bhogyad bhoktrantaràd atha |l 146 ll 


By virtue of its conscious nature, (the soul) is said to be pervasive, 
devoid of the qualities (of Nature), and thus, inactive. (It) desires to acquire 
means to enjoy (what it wants), and is eternal and formless. As it is (also) 
devoid of consciousness, it is ignorant. Again, (because it is ignorant,) there 
is a (sense of) difference (bheda) (between itself), the object (of its 
experience) (bhogya), and other experiencing subjects. (145cd-146) 


‘Devoid of the qualities’, that is, (the qualities of) sattva and the rest 
(of all that is) insentient, beginning with Nature (prakrti). ‘Thus’, it is said that 
their modalities (vrtti) also do not arise (for the soul), and so it should be 
explained to be inactive, because it is devoid of the qualities. It ‘desires to 
acquire means to enjoy (what it wants)’. (The soul) desires to acquire the 
means, that is, the causes etc. of (pleasing) worldly experience (bhoga), and so 
is solely attached to that. (It is) ‘formless’, which means that it is devoid of 
form. ‘It is ignorant’, in the sense that it wrongly considers itself to be the 
insentient body etc. Thus, due to (its) insentience, (it is) incapable of 
encomp: g everything (within its consciousness). Moreover, because it is 
encompassed within (the confines of) of the impurity of Maya, which is the 
unfolding perception of duality (bhedaprathà), (the individual soul's personal 
existence) is separate in all respects (from everything else). Thus, it is said that: 
‘there is a (sense of) difference (bheda) (between itself), the object (of 
experience) (bhogya), and other experiencing subjects’. That is said (in the 
scriptures): 

"The individual souls are (a mixture of) the sentient and the insentient . . 


9285, 


Again: 

"The fettered soul (pasu) is eternal, formless, ignorant, devoid of the 
qualities (of Nature), inactive, impotent, and all-pervasive. It resides in the belly 
of Maya, deliberating on the means (to have the) worldly experience (bhoga) 
(which is the consequence of his actions).’**° 


% This is an explanatory paraphrase of Kiranatantra 1/15, which is quoted by Jayaratha 
in the commentary. 
?5 Cf. 9/145a MaheSvara is cidacidrüpatübhási — ‘manifesting (as a mixture of) the 
sentient and the insentient'. I could not trace this quarter verse in the Kiranatantra, from 
which the following verse Jayaratha quotes is drawn. It is apparently part of the verse(s) 
Abhinava paraphrases in 9/144cd-145ab. 
*86 Kiranatantra 1/15. Goodall (1998: 193), following Ramakantha’s somewhat strained 
interpretation, translates the second sentence: ‘It is situated (variously) in the belly and 
(upper) edge of Maya and in deliberation among (effects, which can be grouped under 
the heading) experience (of accumulated karman) and (the faculties of sense and action, 
which can be grouped under the heading) the means (to experience)." 

Abhinava quotes part of this verse in the IPVv vol. 3, p. 274, and the complete 
one (with no variants) in PTv p. 254. There he explains that ‘ritual procedure (vidhih) is 
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In this way, these souls are separated off (from Siva), even though they 
are not different from Him, and (their innate) Impurity is awakened by the 
Lord's will. Due to this, because of the variety of (their) Karma, each of their 
(corresponding forms) of transmigratory existence arises. He says that: 


umque eo | 
WAG eee eee eee |] 


tesüm anünàm sa mala isvarecchavasàd bhrsam | 
prabudhyate * * * * * x sos 


The Impurity of these souls is forcefully awakened by the power 
(vasa) of the Lord's will. (147abc) 


This (teaching) is not established just by sound reasoning alone. Thus 
he says: 


UTTER AAR: 11 $v4 I 
"rab faa can aA fates |d 


s tatha coktam Sastre Sripiirvanamani || 147 II 
T§varecchavasad asya bhogeccha samprajayate | 
bhogecchor upakarartham àdyo mantramahesvarah W 148 || 
mayam viksobhya samsaram nirmimite vicitrakam | 


The same is said in the scripture (astra) called Sripürva (i.e. the 
Malinivijayottara): ‘The desire for worldly pleasure (bhoga) arises in him 
by the power of the Lord's will. Thus, (AghoreSa, alias Ananta,) the first 
Great Lord of Mantra, disturbs Maya,”” and goes on to fashion the diverse 


action (Kriya), and the one who knows it is knowledge (jana). He who does not possess 
these two (i.e. the power to act and know) is a fettered soul. . . . (the quoted verse 
follows). By just knowing this, although he is a fettered soul, he becomes an agent and a 
knower, that is, one who possesses ritual action and knowledge (of it), with respect to 
the act of associating himself with the objects of the senses." Abhinava's explanation 
appears to be guided by Ramakantha. 

7" The first Mantramahesvara is Aghorega, alias Ananta, who the leader of eight Lords 
of Mantra. He is the creator of the lower principles (from Maya to Earth), that make up 
the so called ‘impure creation’. This is generated from Maya. Siva Himself is directly 
the creator of the ‘pure creation’, that is the five ‘pure principles’. He produces these 
directly from His energy. 


TANTRALOKA 127 


world of transmigration (sarisára) in order to assist (the soul) who desires 
worldly (experience).’** (147-149ab) 


That is said there: 

"The desire for worldly experience (bhoga) of that (soul) arises by the 
power of the Lord’s will. (Then,) the Lord of Mantra, having penetrated Maya 
with (His) energies, created the universe, in order to accomplish the means for 
worldly experience for one who desires it. 


Nothing at all can possibly exist that is separate from that, not even 
Maya. He says that: 


aA a oam Ese RRR 1 exe od 
yaa wenfe FTA Fa: | 


maya ca nama devasya Saktir avyatirekini | 149 Il 
bhedavabhasasvatantryam tathahi sa tayà krtah | 


And Maya is God’s power, which is not separate (from Him). It is 
(His) freedom to make duality (bheda) manifest." (The Great Lord of 


2 This is a paraphrase of MV 1/24cd-25. The MV (1/25cd) says: jagad utpadayamasa 
máyàm àvisya Saktibhih — ‘(the Lord) generated the universe having penetrated Maya 
with (His) energies’. It seems that Abhinava read ‘viksobhya’ — ‘having disturbed’ for 
'ávi$ya' — ‘having penetrated’. Ksemaraja’s citation of this line (NTu p. 273) accords 
with the former reading. But Jayaratha reads the latter (see TAv at 9/40cd-41ab, 9/61b 
and 9/148cd-149ab). The variant most probably arose as a need to maintain the 
nondualist view ascribed to the MV. The act of penetration implies a separate 
penetrating reality, whereas ‘arousal’ can take place with respect to a power at one with 
its possessor. See Somadeva (2004: 181). These verses form the conclusion of the 
discussion on mala that extends from 9/142 to 149b. 

?*9 MV 1/24cd-25. 9/148-149ab is a paraphrase of MV 1/24cd-25, that is quoted by 
Jayaratha here and above ad 9/61. MV 1/25d is quoted in TAv ad 9/40cd-41ab. MV 
1/25 is quoted ad 4/131. 

?? Lord Siva's Māyāśakti is a form of His freedom (svatantrya). Swami Lakshmanjoo, 
commenting on TA 9/149-152, quoted in his commentary on the Paramdarthasara 2010: 
XV, says: 


‘The energy of Māyā is that illusive energy of Lord Siva, where you don't find 
any distinction between the illusive energy of Lord Siva and svatantryasakti; when you 
cannot differentiate God consciousness and individual consciousness (bhedavabhasa); 
you feel that this whole universe is one with God consciousness, but you don't feel it 
exactly . . . you are gone, you are always away from God consciousness, and you feel 
that still you are in God consciousness, that is MayaSakti; you are in ignorance (but) you 
don't feel that you are ignorant; misunderstanding begins from Mayasakti.” 


In the Secret Supreme (p. 47), Swami Lakshmanjoo explains: ‘svatantryasakti 
is that state of energy that can produce the power of going down and coming up again, 
both at will, whereas Maya will give you the strength of going down and not the ability 
of rising up again; Mayasakti is that universal energy which is owned by the individual 
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Mantra) is such (as He is),"' fashioned by that (power of Maya). (149cd- 
150ab) 


The Supreme Lord plays the game of pouring forth the entire universe. 
(This) freedom to make duality (bheda) manifest (which) He possesses is said to 
be the power of Maya. Not separate from the Him, it ‘measures out’ (mináti) 
and ‘destroys’ — (hinasti) by the perception of incompleteness 
(apürnatàprathana). In the same way it has poured forth (samullasita) this 
manifestation of diversity (bhedavabhasa). Thus, by figuratively referring to the 
cause as the effect, that (same Maya) is itself said to be the manifestation of 
duality. 

He says that: 


Maya as the Night 


STE Seas a amaA 11240 |i 
mipana aa um wr fw a 


üdyo bhedavabhaso yo vibhagam anupeyivàn || 150 Il 
garbhikrtanantabhavivibhasa sa para nisà | 


The first manifestation of division (bheda), that has not (as yet) 
become divided, and contains within itself the infinite number of future 
manifestations, is the supreme Night (of Maya)" (para niga). (150cd-151ab) 


s called svatantryasakti.’ 

verse is Abhinava's gloss on the previous one quoted from the MV. Abhinava 
sistently maintains a nondualist view. The MV is his most elevated scriptural 
authority, and so it should support this view, indeed, authorize it. However, Sanderson 
(1992: 302 has pointed out, MV (1/26-35) is effectively advancing a dualist Saiva 
Saiddhantika view of the nature of Maya. He points out (ibid.) that this understanding of 
Maya (like that of the Siddhanta) ‘upholds the doctrine that as Siva is of the nature of 
consciousness he can only be the efficient cause (nimittakaranam) of the universe, and 
that the stuff of which the universe consists, its material cause (up@da@nakaranam), must 
be a source outside Siva’s nature. For the nondualists, of course, there can be nothing 
outside Siva's nature. They assert . . . that Maya is Siva’s Power (Sakti). If it is his 
power, then according to a principle accepted by both dualists and nondualists, it must 
be an aspect of his identity. Thus Maya ceases to be something outside the 
consciousness that constitutes the essence of Siva and souls and becomes instead the 
power of consciousness to project plurality within itself so that it appears to be limited 

from outside by something that it is not.” 
?* The Supreme Night is the first appearance of duality, as yet undifferentiated, 
containing within itself the endless number of future manifestations. Māyāśakti as the 
Night (Nisa) is equivalent to unmanifest, fundamental Nature (avyaktapradhanaprakrti) 
of the Sarnkhya, that contains all the principles below, that are to be made manifest in a 
potential form. The Night of Maya has three aspects (8/298b-337a). The first, defined in 
this verse, is termed the Supreme Night. It is her aspect as Sakti (Siva's power), that 
contains in a potential form (i.e. as Sakti — ‘potency’) everything within herself that will 
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"The first manifestation of division (bheda) here has not (yet) 
become divided, as it is just the bare desire to pour forth externally, and so is as 
if a (mere) indication (of the impending creation). That is ‘the supreme Night’. 
The meaning is that it is the Great Maya. Thus, it is said that in its extroverted 
state it contains within itself the division (of duality) that is to come into being, 
as does the kidney bean (Simbika) its fruit; (and so he says that it) ‘contains 
within itself the infinite number of future manifestations’. 


Maya as a Principle or Reality Level (tattva) 


Having defined the nature (of Maya) as Power (Sakti), (Abhinava) says 
(the following), in order to define its nature as a metaphysical principle (tattva), 
by summarizing (garbhikarena) (and explaining) the meaning of the scripture 
(that declares): 


*3*Moreover, (Maya) is one (eka), all-pervasive (vydpini), subtle 
(süksma), undifferentiated (niskala), the receptacle of the universe (jagato 
nidhi), without beginning or end (anddyanta), undecaying (vyayahinà). (She is) 
what is other than Siva (asiva) (inauspicious, unconscious and Siva-less). (She 
is the goddess) Isani (the Governess of the dominion of Maya, who is thus able 
to act, and is) said to be undecaying.”*™* 


be made manifest as the lower reality levels unfold. The second aspect of Maya is as a 
metaphysical principle — Tattva — that is defined in verses 151cd-152, The third is Maya 
as the Knot — Granthi — which binds the fettered soul, defined in verses 153-154ab. The 
second and third are forms of the first. 

?? MV 1/26 is quoted in the introduction to TA 9/151cd-152, which is essentially an 
explanation of this verse. The reading of the first line here, which is accepted by 
Vasudeva in place of the reading in the edition of the MV of the KSTS, is: sā caika 
ini süksmà niskalà jagato nidhih. The edition of the MV of the KSTS reads sa 
vyapinirüpá niskalà ‘And (Maya) is one, her nature is (all) pervasive and, 
undifferentiated, is the receptacle (nidhi) of the universe.’ MS K reads the last half of 
the first line: niskalasya svabhavaja — (And (Maya) is one, her nature is (all) pervasive 
and) is born from the essential nature of undifferentiated (Siva). MS Kh reads the last 
half of the first line: niskalasya Sivatmanah — ‘(And (Maya) is one, her nature is (all) 
pervasive), (the power of) the one who is partless Siva’. The reading from niskala to 
kathyate (i.e. from the middle of the first line to the end of the second) is drawn from 
MS Gh. I have added the following verse i.e. MV 1/27. 

>! One could translate anddyantasivesani (without beginning and end (She is) not 
auspicious (aSiva) (or Asiva), (the goddess) [sani (the Governess).’ Again, one could 
read anadyanta śiveśānī (‘without beginning and end (She is) Siva, (the goddess) [sani 
(the Governess’). Sanderson (1992: 301) suggests ‘able to act’ as a translation of [sant 
and reads Asiva, as does Jayaratha, and was intended. The name ‘Siva’ for the goddess 
is well attested and makes sense. Leaving the text as it is would mean that the goddess is 
called Asivà, which is not at all a common name. Or else the word may be construed to 
be a privative — ‘she who is not ‘giva’, i.e ‘not auspicious’ or ‘what is other than Siva’. 
At first sight, this would not seem be an appropriate way to describe the divine power 
that governs the universe. However, in the next verse (9/151-152ab), which is 
essentially an explanation on this verses, Abhinava's characterization of Mayà as 
‘insentient’ may be understood to be a gloss on ‘asiva’ as ‘she who is not Siva’, that is, 
"she who is not consciousness’. Jayaratha supports this interpretation by quoting from 
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ante Aag uem FAREA, | 
Ranra AAAA FORO 11 242 


sā jadà bhedarüpatvàt karyam cāsyā jadam yatah W 151 II 
vydpint visvahetutvat süksmà karyaikakalpanat | 
SivaSaktyavinabhavan nityaikà mülakaranam || 152 || 


(Maya) is insentient because its nature is duality (bheda) (and so is 
devoid of the oneness of consciousness) and because its product is 
insentient.”* (Even so,) it is the cause of all things, and so is all-pervasive 


scripture. Sanderson (1992: 301 n 72) cogently points out that ‘the pada could be 
analysed as anádyantà Siva isani. Abhinavagupta has chosen this analysis in MVV 
1/174ab (mayatattvasvariipe hi SiveSaniti vaksyate), but evidently, to make the 
nondualist’s point that Maya, after all, is Siva's Sakti (Siva) and therefore identical with 
him.’ Sanderson goes on to examine references in dualist Saiva sources to Maya as 
ASI which is variously understood by Siddhantins as a separate reality, that is the 
opposite or contrary to Siva or without Siva or ‘baneful’ or ‘unconscious’. Abhinava's 
explanation of this verse in the following lines aims at removing its most probably 
original dualist sense and replacing it with a nondualist one. In that perspective, Maya is 
not, like the Prakrti of the Sarnkhya, the material cause (updddna) of all the lower 31 
impure principles and Siva (as Ananta), just an instrumental cause (nimitta) that 
precipitates their creation from it. Maya as Siva is Siva's Sakti, and one with him. 
^^ Here in these lines, Abhinava is glossing the epithets of Ma ed in MV 1/26. 
sentient’. Siva is 


Thus, he tacitly glosses the expression as ‘asiva’ — ‘not Siva’ as 
consciousness, and so Maya, which is the absence of Siva, is devoid of consciousness. 
jayottara says that Maya is ‘undifferentiated’ (niskala), which 


Again, the Malini 
Abhinava explains means ‘one’. While Abhinava further explains that by saying that is 
“without beginning or end’ (anddyanta) and ‘undecaying’, the MV means simply that it 
is eternal. He gives reasons for why Maya possesses these attributes even as he glosses 
the terms that denote them. Jayaratha systematically follows suit. 

Sanderson (1992: 301 n 72) has located a number of references to ‘asi 
Siddhanta sources (translations in square brackets are mine): ‘see e.g. Mrg VP 9. 
ekam a&ivam bījarh jagatas; and Pauskara quoted in SaivaParibh p. 88 nityaikà vyāpinī 
vasturüpà karmaśra; à (Ed. -āśrayā Siva). Its meaning is not free from 
disagreement. Narayanakantha on the Mrgendra's definition says simply that it is called 
aSiva- because it causes ignorance (MrgVr VP p. 187: asivam mohakatvat). The 
expression avivekakulam ‘full of non-discrimination' that occurs in the Svayambhuva' s 
definition of Maya quoted in the SiddhSüVr p. 18 may well have been intended as an 
explanatory synonym. Trilocanasivacarya’s definition of Maya in the SiddhSarav 8 
includes the words asivakaram mohakam and appears, as this shows, to be based on the 
Mrg, as explained by Narayanakantha. For him, then, asivam in Mrg means asivakaram 
"causing what is asiva’, which his commentator Anantasambhu explains as follows: 
Sivajftanavyatiriktatvad evajfiánakaram ‘causing ignorance, because it is void of Siva- 
knowledge’. These glosses can be taken as explanations in context of the word asiva-, in 
its common sense of ‘inauspicious’ or ‘hostile’. But Bhojaraja seems to taking it to 
mean ‘Siva-less’, when he includes sivasakta, ‘not attached to Siva’ in his definition of 
maya in TattvPrak 38. Aghorasiva ad loc. Takes ‘not attached’ to be ‘not internally 
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(vyapini). (Moreover,) it is subtle (siksma@), because it (cannot be perceived 
directly). It is only conceived to exist because (all this is) its product. It is 
eternal (nitya) because it is invariably associated with Siva's power, and 
one (eka), because it is the root cause (of all phenomena).”* (151cd-152) 


*((Maya) is insentient) because it's nature is duality (bheda)’. The 
nature of the insentient is that it is made manifest as delimited (by time, space 
and form, perceived as it is as) "this is manifest now (in this moment,) here (in 
this place)." As (Abhinava) has said previously: 


‘Indeed, circumscribed (and conditioned) manifestation 
(paricchinnaprakaSatva) is the characteristic of (all that is) insentient. 


Thus, (Maya’s) name is such because (it denotes all that is) delimited 
(and perishable) (miyate), and is (accordingly) discerned (paricchidyate) by 
Yogis as what is to be abandoned (and transcended). Accordingly, it is said to 
be ‘asiva’ (i.e. ‘what is other than Siva’, inauspicious, insentient). As (the wise) 
say: 


‘ASiva (inauspicious, insentient Maya) inculcates (in fettered souls) the 
perception of difference (bhedaprathà)." 


It is said that if (Maya) were to be not to be insentient, its product would 
also be such. (But this is not so,) ‘because its product is insentient’. If the 
product of Maya, namely, the Force (of limited agency) and the rest (of the 
coverings — kaficuka) were to be sentient, then there would be numerous (forms 
of) consciousness (cetana) within this one body, which would entail that the 
assumption (upadana) of the individual soul (purusa) (into the body) is useless. 
“It is the cause of all things (and so is all-pervasive)'. The meaning is that it is 


related to’ or ‘hostile’ (asamavetda). Others took asiva- to mean ‘unconscious’ (jada-, 
acetana-). This is the sense recognised by Abhinavagupta in TA 9/152ab. 

°° Cf, Tattvapraküsa 38: 

Saktaya ihásya karanam mayopadanamisyate süksmá | 

eka nityà vyapinyanàüdinidhanà Sivasakta I 


"The energies are (the Supreme Lord's) instrument. Subtle Maya is considered 
to be the material cause. It is one, eternal, pervasive, without beginning or end, it is 
united with Siva." 


Also Bhogakárikà 119cd-120ab: 


acidvatàm anekatvad vini am suniscitam |l 
nānekā sā tv ato nityà maya yady apy acetand | 


“As insentient entities are many, they are certainly destroyed, (whereas Maya) 
is eternal, even though it is devoid of consciousness." 
7? Above, 3/101cd. See note there. This line is also quoted below ad 13/189cd. The 
following line says: ‘Consciousness differs from the insentient because (it is not an 
object, and so) is not delimited (na parimiyate).” 
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the cause of all things, (both) instrumental causes and effects, as the source 
(mukha) of (their) countless streams (of manifestation, the purpose of) which is 
to furnish worldly experience (bhoga) to the individual soul. As is said: 


"All-pervading (vyapini) (Maya) fashions all phenomena everywhere by 
the currents (of experience running through) all the abodes of the universe in 
order to (supply) worldly experience (bhoga), because the (number of) 
individual souls is endless.'^* 

Thus (Maya) ‘apportions (and measures out)’ (mati)”” (everything) 
everywhere. It is ‘subtle’, that is, it is unknown to everybody. Thus, the sense is 
that it is conceived to exist by those of lower vision, because otherwise, (if it 
were not to exist, its) products could not be explained (anupapatti)."" ‘(It is 
eternal, because it is invariably associated with Siva's power’. Siva is 


?* BhoKa 120cd-121ab. Read purusánantyád for purusánantya-, as does the edition of 
the BhoKa. AghoraSivacarya’s vrtti supports this reading, saying: 


máyayám Gnantyan nocyate srotasüm sarikhyà || iti | esà ca ksiradadhinyayena na 
sarvātmanā parinàmameti, kintu ghrtakitanyayenaikadeseneti mantavyam || 


"As that which is within Maya is endless, one does not say that the currents (of 
experience) have number. That (Maya) is not transformed (completely) in all respects 
(sarvatmand) (when this happens), in accord with the analogy of milk (that changes 
into) curd, Rather, one should consider that it takes place in one place (in single 
instances), on the analogy of clarified butter (that gives rise) to worms (within some 
parts of it)." 


If we accept the reading here (i.e. purusa@nantyabhogaya), the translation would 


be, ‘in order to (supply) worldly experience (bhoga) to the endless number of individual 
souls." 


See also the previous verse: 


acidvatém anekatvàd vinásitvari suniscitam || 119 Il 
nünekà sā tv ato nityà maya yady apy acetanà | 


"It is certain that insentient entities will be destroyed because they are many, 

whereas Maya is not many, and so is eternal, even though insentient.’ BhoKà 119cd- 
120ab 
?" The root md (2 P), from which the word Maya is derived here, means ‘to measure (by 
any standard), mete out, mark off, measure across (= traverse), compare with, apportion, 
grant, prepare, arrange, fashion, form, build, make, show, and display.’ All these 
meanings are applicable to what Maya does, which is essentially to delineate in specific 
measures and forms the manifestations of consciousness, defined and conditioned in 
relation to one another. Thus, the one Light of consciousness manifests dynamically as 
the countless streams of phenomena, each of which is ‘cut off" from the others with 
which they are set into relationship by the power of the freedom of consciousness 
which, operating in this way, is Maya. 
* Those of ‘lower vision’, to whom Jayaratha is referring, are the dualist Siddhantins, 
who maintain that Maya is an independent insentient reality with respect to 
consciousness. They maintain that, as such, it is eternal. Here Abhinava argues that it is 
eternal because it is Siva’s power, which is one with him, not because it is an 
independent reality apart from him. 
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eternal and so is (his) power, because it is invariably associated with Him, and 
is said (for that reason) to possesses the attributes (dharmini) of that (same) 
nature (dharma) (it shares in common with Siva,) (and so shares his qualities). 
(Thus, it is also) ‘eternal’, and so is also said to be ‘without beginning or end’ 
and ‘undecaying’ (vyayahind) (in the Málinivijayottara)." Thus it is also 
(called Maya,) because it is derived — yara — - from the negation, which is the 
destruction (of unity), denoted by the word ‘ma’ — ‘no’ .*°* 


* MV 1/26. Jayaratha quite rightly understands that Abhinava is explaining and 
reworking in nondualist terms the definition of Maya given in the Malinivijayottara 
verse 1/26 he quotes as an introduction to Abhinava's explanation of them. See 
Sanderson 1992: p. 303-304. 

* Here the word ‘Maya’ is derived from ‘ma’, which, literally meaning ‘no’, denotes 
‘denial’ or ‘negation’ of the essentially unitary eternal nature of reality, which amounts 
to its destruction. In other words, plurality, and the transitoriness invariably associated 
with it, is constantly regenerated by the power which apparently destroys the unity of. 
the one reality of which it is its power. She has ‘yard’, i.e. proceeded from that, Maya is 
that which ‘proceeds from negation’. In other words, in universal terms, Maya as Siva's 
power is the freedom he has to deny (and so, as it were, ‘destroy’) his oneness, to form 
himself into the infinite number of individual entities, each different from one another. 
The same takes place at the individual level of cognition, in the course of the transition 
from the pure consciousness of the perceiver free of determinate perceptions (vikalpa) to 
that of the determinate perception of individual objects. Abhinava explains, commenting 
on IP 1/6/3: 


tadatatpratibhabhaja matraivatadvyapohanat | 
tannis$cayanam ukto hi vikalpo gahta ity ayam I 


‘For we call vikalpa the ascertainment of certain things (tanni$cayanam) (e.g.) 
‘jar’ arrived at through the exclusion of its opposite (atadvyapohanát) by the knowing 
subject only (mdtraiva) in whom that and the opposite of that are manifested 
(tadatatpratibhabhaja).’ (Translation by Torella) 


evam ca tatpratibhàm ghatabhasam, atatpratibham ca aghatabhasam pramata bhajate 
— sevate tāvat tadavikalpadasdyam citsvabhavo.asau ghatah cidvadeva visvasarirah 
pürnah, na ca tena kascidvyavaharah, [na kecid vyavaharah — KSTS] tat 
yüpüram  ullàsayan  pürnamapi | khandayati bhavam, | tenághatasyatmanah 
pat idescapohanam kriyate nigedhanarüpam, tadeva vyapohanamasritya tasya ghatasya 
ni$cayanamucyate ghata eva iti, evarthasya sambhavyamanaparavastunisedharapatvat, 
esa eva paritaschedattaksanakalpat paricchedah ad IP 1/6/3 p. 244-245 


"Thus, both the images of ‘this’, i.e. ‘jar’, and of ‘not-this’, i.e. ‘not-jar’, are 
present within the subject. Therefore, in the state of indeterminacy, jar is one with 
consciousness, and like the latter, it is omniform and perfect. Hence it is of no use in 
practical life. Therefore, the subject, while manifesting the activity of Maya, splits this 
perfect being, i.e. manifests it as delimited. Through that (manifestation of the activity 
of Maya), he differentiates jar from non-jar, self and cloth etc. The differentiation 
consists of negation. And we speak of certainty about the jar — ‘this is a jar and nothing 
else’ — on the basis of that very differentiation only, the chief characteristic of which is 
negation. For the meaning of the word ‘eva’ is the negation of all other things that can 
possibly exist (at that place). This determinacy (vikalpa) is so called because it cuts a 
thing off on all sides (from everything else). 
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Moreover, Siva is the one autonomous (svatantra) reality (padartha), 
and Power is His essential nature (@tmabhita). Thus, in accord with the axiom 
that ‘that which is not separate from the undivided, is (itself) undivided’, 
(Maya) is also said to be one (eka) (in the Malinivijayortara). As she is one, she 
has no parts and so is said to be ‘undifferentiated’ (niskalà). It is said to be ‘the 
root cause (of all phenomena)’ because, by His power Siva manifests the 
universe externally, although (it continues to be) established within (Him). 
Thus, it is the ‘the receptacle of the universe’ (jagato nidhi), and so is also said 
to be (the goddess) Isnt (who governs the universe and acts). 

Moreover, (Siva) ‘measures out’ (māti) the universe within her, that is 
to say (iti), that it is by means of her that Siva ‘marks off’ the multitude of 
phenomena (bhdvamandala) and establishes it as separate (from Himself and 
divided within itself), although it is not divided off from His own nature. 

Surely (one may ask), others say of Nature (prakrti) that it is the root 
cause (of all phenomena), so how is it that Maya is called this here? With this 
doubt in mind, he says: 


sara Wd wd Wem az: | 
WT DET Ta BS WIN d AAA: 11243 || 


anekátma sarvam kàryara yathà ghatah | 
pradhànari ca tathà tasmat küryarn nātmā tu cetanah V 153 || 


Every insentient (entity) is both diverse (anekatma) and the product 
(of a preceding cause,) as is, as for example, a jar. Fundamental Nature 
(pradhana) is such; therefore, it is an effect (of a preceding cause, not the 
basic cause of objective phenomena, as the Sàrnkhya maintain). This is not 
the case with the Self, which is conscious. (153) 


Here is set forth the inference made for the sake of others in the form of 
a five-membered (syllogism). Thus: 1) Fundamental Nature (pradhdna) is a 
product (kdrya) because, being insentient, it is multiple. 2) Being insentient, all 


?* Sanderson (1992: 304) prefers to translate isanv, as this, he points out, is what 
Abhinavagupta intends to say, namely, ‘able to act’. He explains that this means that 
Téàni / Maya is ‘able to give birth to the universe of its transformations, not because it 
possesses this power in itself, needing only the stimulus of Ananta in order to be 
activated, but because it is the power of action (kriyasakti) inherent in Siva himself. This 
interpretation of iani is implicit in the Tantraloka: Abhinavagupta gives the ‘root 
cause’ as a single gloss covering both ‘the receptacle of the universe’ and ‘able to act’; 
and he evidently intends the word cause (karanam) here to be analysed both as ‘that out 
of which things are made’ and as ‘that which makes things’; that is, as both the ‘material 
cause” and the ‘efficient cause’. For confirmation, we have an earlier analysis of this 
passage in the Madlinivijayavartika: ‘when (Siva's) power of action reaches its most 
intense extroversion, it becomes Maya; and the evidence for this is that it will be called 
Sivesani in [the verse of the text which defines] the nature of mayatattvam.’ (kriyasakteh 
sphutah spharo mayatvam pratipadyate | mayatattvasvarüpe hi Sivesaniti vaksyate | 
MVV 1/173cd-174ab. 
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that is a product is multiple, 3) as is the case with a jar. 4) What is not a product, 
being sentient, is not multiple, as is the case with the Self. 5) Being insentient, 
fundamental Nature (pradhdna) is multiple, and so is a product.” This has been 
established many times by Vedikas (vedavadin), and so out of concern for not 
making the book too long (this matter has not been discussed) extensively. What 
is the use of being excessively harsh by dealing blows to one who has fallen? 
Again, although Maya is insentient, it is one, and so it is a cause, not a product. 
This too is proved. Thus, moreover, because the cause precedes (the effect), (the 
nature of Maya) is mentioned first in the teaching concerning the Path of the 
Principles etc. 
He says that: 


ara wanafa srr ya wrap fee fmm d 


ata evàdhvani proktà pürvam maya dvidha sthità | 


Therefore, (Nature) is preceded on the Path (of cosmic 
manifestation) by Maya, which abides (sthita) two-fold. (154ab) 


(Maya’s) condition (avasthüna) is said to be two-fold, as the Principle 
(tattva) and the Knot (granthi).° It ‘abides (sthita) two-fold’, according to 
whether the cause is considered to be to be in an activated (ucchiina) form (just 
about to give rise to its effect) or not (anucchüna). This the overall sense. 

Surely (one may ask), it was said before that Maya is the Lord's power, 
which is invariably concomitant (with Him), so how can it assume the condition 
of a metaphysical principle, which (requires that it be) described as separate 
(from Him)? Surely, (one can continue to object) that one is saying very little 
(in response) that, like Maya, the powers of the supreme sovereignty (of the 
Lord), that is, the Force (of limited agency) and the rest, are also a group of 
principles. As is proclaimed with this same intention: ‘His powers are the entire 
universe...” 

Thus he says: 


The Force (of Limited Agency) (kala) and the 
Other Coverings (kaficuka)"* 


* Read tad caitanye for tad acaitanye. 

%5 The form here, as in other places further ahead in Jayaratha’s presentation, is that of 
the standard five membered syllogism. These are 1) Pratijfia — statement of what is to 
be proved. 2) hetu — the reason 3) udáharana — example, 4) upanayana — application, 
and 5) nigama — conclusion. See above, note to 1/265cd-269ab (264-266). 

?* See above, note 1,154 to TÀv ad 1/7; see note 4,126 ad 4/38 for a definition of Maya 
as the ‘Knot’, and also note 8,23 ad 8/9-10, and note 8,27. 

?" See above, note to TÀv ad 1/111cd-112ab (112). 

38 Maya is the application of the power of Siva's freedom, which serves to negate His 
essential unconditioned and uncontracted consciousness, in order to assume the 
conditioned and contracted consciousness of the individual soul, that identifies with the 
psychophysical organism it inhabits and vitalizes. Initially, this takes place by a total 
removal of self-awareness, as in deep sleep. Thus, the soul in the sphere of the principle 
of Maya can neither do nor know anything. It has no desire for anything, nor any sense 
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aa p Wrap caer wenig Ae uy odi 
werd gemens weet: | 


yathā ca maya devasya saktir abhyeti bhedinam M 154 Il 
tattvabhavam tathanyo ‘pi kalàdis tattvavistarah | 


Just as Maya, which is the Lord’s power, assumes the condition of a 
differentiated metaphysical principle, the other extensive (manifestation) of 
the principles from the Force (of limited agency) (kala) onwards occurs in 
the same way. (154cd-155ab) 


He explains this: 


fread AR AAAA 11 244 1 
serez we. GEIS: Gef FOA | 


niruddhasakter ya kimcitkartrtodvalanatmika M 155 \\ 
nathasya Saktih sádhastàt pumsah kseptri kalocyate | 


The Force (of limited agency) (kala) is said to be the power of the 
Lord, which strengthens the limited capacity to act (kimcitkartrta) of the 
soul, whose powers have been blocked, and casts it down (kseptri) (onto the 
lower levels of embodied existence). (155cd-156ab) 


The powers of (the fettered soul residing in the principle of Maya) have 
been blocked because its (true) nature has been hidden (by Mayaà). It is cast 
‘down’ into the condition of the subjectivity (identified) with the vital breath 
(pràna) and the rest (of the psychophysical organism). The use of the term 


of time passing, or its location in space. The obscuring coverings (kaficuka) are powers 
of consciousness, or to be more precise, aspects of the power of Maya. Each of them, 
like Maya, corresponds to a separate reality level or metaphy: principle that is 
emitted from Maya. Despite their name, they actually free the individual soul from this 
five-fold obscuration of à, but only to a limited degree. Thus, Kala infuses the soul 
with limited agency (kiricitkartrtva), Vidya with a limited capacity to know (Kiricijfiatr- 
tvà), Raga with a focused desire, Kala with the sense of the passage of time, and Niyati 
the principle of causal or Karmic necessity that ensures that Karmas give rise their 
appropriate consequences, and causes their effects. 

3 Here the term kala is derived from the verb kal in the sense of ksip, to throw. For the 
meaning attributed to the root kal, see above 3/252cd-253ab and 4/173cd-175. Cf. MPA 
Vidyapada 9/17-18ab: iyarn ca kalayanti bhogesu ksipantt jagat kala ity ucyate ‘This 
(Maya engaged in) instigating (souls) into worldly experiences (bhoga) (which are the 
consequences of Karma) and casting (down) the universe is called ‘kala’.’ ‘Kala’ is an 
instigating force. It infuses limited, conditioned agency into the Void of Maya. Thus, the 
Sümkhya principles that are comprised in Prakrti, that ranges from its unmanifest, 
undifferentiated state down to Earth, arise from it, because it is through them that this 
limited agency operates. 
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*kalà' here (in this case) is (to indicate) that it is the reason for the casting down 
(of the individual soul to the lower levels). 

He applies this same (line of reasoning) elsewhere (to the following 
principles) also. 


wad fae RIT: TTT: du di 
RaR Ua SATIS: | 


evam vidyadayo ‘py ete dharantah paramarthatah | 156 ll 
Sivasaktimayà eva proktanyayanusaratah | 


In the same way, and in accord with the aforesaid reason, (all) these 
(principles), ranging from Impure Knowledge up to Earth, are in reality 
(paramarthatah) Siva’s powers. (156cd-157ab) 


‘In accord with the aforesaid reason’ means, following the same line 
of reasoning. Thus, just as the power of the Lord that strengthens the (individual 
soul's) limited capacity to act (kimcikartrtva) is called Kala, similarly, the 
power (it possesses) to perceive to a limited degree (kimcidvedana) is called 
Vidya, and so on. 

Surely (one may ask), if the group of principles comprising Kalà and 
the rest are made of Siva’s power, then of what is Maya the cause? With this 
doubt in mind, he says: 


sent wegen Heres 11 249 di 
aa seed pid gra usu | 
SW Ba we wafmreneHS FT 1 gue dd 


tathapi yat prthag bhanam kalader i$varecchayà || 157 Il 
tato jadatve karyatve prthak tattvasthitau dhruvam | 
upddanam smrtà maya kvacit tatkaryam eva ca || 158 Il 


Even so, the individual manifest nature of (each of the coverings), 
from the Force (of limited agency) onwards, is due to the Lord's will. Thus, 
from the point of view of their states as insentient products and separate 
states as Principles, or in certain cases its products, Maya is considered to 
be (their) stable (dhruva) material cause (upadana) from the Force (of 
limited agency) onwards." (157cd-158) 


‘Even so’, although they are made of Siva's powers. Thus, because they 
are fashioned by the Lord's will and (possess) an individual manifest nature, the 
nature of Kala and the rest is to be divided (and distinct) (bheda). (For these 


310 [n other words, according to this view, Maya replaces Nature (prakrti) as the material 
cause (upadana) of objective phenomena. The material cause of Nature is the Force (of 
limited agency) (kala). See below, 9/214. 
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reasons,) they are insentient and therefore (phenomenal) products, and because 
of that they are separate (from one another). Thus, it is right that Maya (be 
considered to be their) cause here. Thus, it is said that ‘Maya is considered to 
be (their) material cause (upadüna), and ‘in certain cases’ such as 
Unmanifest Nature, ‘its products’, that is, from Kala onwards (are the material 
cause). 

Surely (an opponent may object that) the individual manifest nature (of 
the coverings) is the reason for establishing (that it is as separate) part^'' (of 
Maya). (However,) that is not (manifest in that way) to one who maintains 
lower views, such that the Force (of limited agency) and the rest (of the 
coverings) are (separate principles), as are Earth and the rest"? With this doubt 
in mind, he says: 


ema sp ST i 
"fW feo aget qum meag: 11249 1 


tathüvabhüsacitram ca rüpam anyonyavarjitam | 
yad bháti kila sankalpe tad asti ghatavad bahih ll 159 Il 


(We maintain that) the form that manifests variously within 
thought (sarikalpa) in this way, (with its various aspects) exclusive of each 
other, exists externally (outside the perceiver), as does a jar. (159) 


The (objective) ‘form’ (of consciousness) that is ‘varied’, by 
manifesting separately ‘in this way’, is multiple, as the insentient and as a 
(phenomenal) product etc. Thus, (this) form (of objective consciousness, of 
which its various aspects) exclude one another, manifests within free conceptual 
constructs (vikalpa) ‘externally, as does a jar’. According to the principle 
(nydya) that ‘what is manifest is not unmanifest’,*"’ it has the (same) existence 
as (any) existing thing (vastusat). This is the meaning. 

The application here (of this line of reasoning is) as follows. 1) The 
group of principles beginning with the subtle elements (tanmátra) is external 
because it manifests separately within the functions of the mind?" (sarikalpádi). 


*"' Read bhágasiddhau for bhagasiddho. 

?* The point seems to be that the five coverings (kaficuka) constitute a single unit as 
powers or aspects of Maya, of which they are in this way an integral part. Accordingly, 
they differ from the reality levels (tattva) below them, that extend from the individual 
soul (purusa) down to Earth, in that the difference between them is inherent in their 
nature. It is not specifically due to the Lord's will. In other words, the five obscuring 
coverings operate together. The difference between them is just conceptual. 
Nonetheless, this does not mean that it is unreal, or indeed, non-existent. Everything is a 
manifestation of consciousness, including the products of the imagination. 

313 The same expression appears above in TÀv ad 3/21-22, 3/23, 4/12, 5/155cd-156ab 
(154cd-155ab), and below TÀv ad 28/355b See note at TAv ad 3/21-22 
* The expression I translate as ‘function of the mind’ is sarnkalpa. conception and 
the rest. The inner mental organ consists of manas, ahańkāra and buddhi. Their 
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2) Whatever is separate within the functions of the mind is external, like a jar. 3) 
What is not external does not manifest as distinct (from other things and 
consciousness), as is the case with the Supreme Self. 4) The group of principles 
beginning with the subtle elements (tanmatra) manifests separately (and 
independently). 5) Therefore, it is external. Although the manifestation of the 
Supreme Self is separate, (in accord with the dictum) ‘this Self has shone forth 
(just) once’ "^ it is like a flash of lightning that does not develop further. 

Its nature as fundamental, unconditioned self-awareness (aharibhàva) is 
not obscured, in accord with the saying; 


‘(The Lord, by virtue of His freedom, which is the absence of duality, 
having fashioned (his own)) Self (atman), that (abides) unforsaken (by that) 
freedom, (with notions that He is the Lord (Ia) and the like, behaves (as such in 
daily life)). >" 


Or else (one may object that) the line of reasoning ‘like the universal, 
particulars are the objects of denotation because they are objects of perception" 
is based on negative concomitance alone (kevalanvaya). (But we reply that that 
is) not so here (in this case) when it is existence that is to be proved, because the 
means (sadhana) pertains to existence, is externally established." When it is 
unproved, contradictory, and uncertain, the reason advanced (/ietu) (to establish 
the) nature (of something) both as existent or non-existent should be said to be 
an invalid one, in accord with the following argument (yukti): 

‘How is it possible to establish the existence (sarta) of something 
(bhava) the nature (dharma) of which is fallacious (to reason) (viruddha), that 
is, takes the support of both (alternatives, that is, existence and non-existence,) 
that are logically in conflict (with one another) (vyābhicārin)? When 
(something) is not proved (to exist), it does not possess the characteristic 
attribute of an existing thing (bhavadharma)." 

Surely, (someone may object that,) even though a sky-flower or the like 
does manifest separately (and distinctly) within thought etc., it has no outer 
existence, and so is not the validating reason (hetu) (advanced here) 
inconclusive (anaikantika)? He says, with this doubt in mind: 


corresponding functions are sarnkalpa (conception), abhimüna (self-arrogátion) and 
adhyavasáya (ascertainment). 

?5 The full version of this saying is ‘this Self shines forth but once, it is full (of all 
things) and so can nowhere be unmanifest.’ See above, note in TAv ad 1/57. 

316 P 1/5/16. The full verse with variants is quoted above in TÀv ad 1/72 (73) (see note 
there); also TÀv ad 3/227cd-278ab (277) and below ad 11/10cd-12ab, 28 and 15/315- 
317. 

37 Particulars can be designated, for they are objects of knowledge, (conversely to) 
universals — this proof is based on negative concomitance alone (kevaldnvaya); but the 
probandum is established, nonetheless. The attributes of Being do not stand unproved, 
because positive and negative concomitance cannot be demonstrated, for how could it 
be possible for an existing entity to have mutually conflicting attributes (i.e. both 
existence and non-existence)? External entities are proved to exist. It could not be 
otherwise, for no probans that was self-contradictory and ambiguous, as is one to which 
is ascribed both existence and non-existence (at once), could stand as a basis for a 
logical proof. 
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"gemere yar + sara d 


khapuspády asti tam brümas tato na vyabhicarita | 


(Accordingly, we say that even a sky-flower, for example, exists. 
Thus, there is no exception (to the general principle that whatever 
manifests within consciousness is real). (160ab) 


"Thus', because a sky-flower and the like has external existence (in 
relation to consciousness). 

Surely (one may object) that this declaration (abhidhàna) is illogical 
(viruddha), because all perceivers are a witness (to the fact that) sky-flowers 
and the like do not exist. (We say that) that is not (a contradiction). Thus he 
says: 


"gei poke MANET: 11 $&o odi 
AUC ese] 


khapuspam kaladinmatrsapeksam nàstisabdatah W 160 Il 
dharddivat * * * * # * # * x * | 


The non-existence (or otherwise, of anything, including a) sky- 
flower, like that of the Earth (principle) and the rest, depends upon the 
subject conditioned by time and space. (This is clear from the fact that it is 
he who says): “it does not exist". (160cd-161a) 


Thus the (syllogistic) application here (of this line of reasoning is as 
follows). A sky-flower, for example, is non-existent in relation to a subject 
conditioned by time and space, because it is the object of the application of the 
expression “it does not exist” (that only a conscious perceiver can formulate). 
The field of application of the expression “it does not exist” is non-existent in 
relation to a subject conditioned by time and space, as is Earth and the like. 
What is not non-existent in relation to a subject conditioned by time and space 
is not the field of application of the expression “it does not exist”, as is the case 
with consciousness. Sky-flowers and the like are the field of the application of 
the expression “it does not exist”. Therefore ‘non-existence’ (is a relative term), 
dependent on the (existence) of a subject conditioned by time and space. 

Again, expressions such as “I do not perceive this (object) to be here 
now” (indicate) that ‘non-existence’ is an expression of everyday parlance 
which is dependent on (conditions) such as time etc. (operant) within 
consciousness. As has been stated many times (before), this (perception of non- 
existence) is related to the limiting adjuncts (upadhi) of that object of 
perception. 

Surely (one may object that), if that is so, does that not mean the end of 
the common daily fact of the total non-existence (of things) 
(atyantabhavavyavahara)? 

With this doubt in mind, he says: 
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.... tathatyantabhavo ‘py evam vivicyatam | 


Consider (the notion) of absolute non-existence (antyantabhava) in 
the same way. (160-161ab) 


(The same logic applies to absolute non-existence) ‘in the same way’ 
as (it does to) the non-existence of a sky-flower. This is the application here. 
The (notion) of absolute non-existence depends on a subject (conditioned by) 
time and space, because it is the object of the expression “it does not exist”. 
Whatever is the field of the expression “it does not exist (at all)” depends on a 
subject (conditioned by) time and space, as does prior non-existence. All that is 
not dependent on conscious subjects in time and space is not the field of the 
expression “it does not exist”, as is the case with consciousness. However, 
absolute non-existence is the object of the expression “it does not exist (at all)”, 
as it is dependent on the subject (conditioned by) time and space. 

Now that he has established (with sound argument) the existence of the 
principles of the subtle elements etc., he goes on, by the way, to establish the 
existence of the body and the (corresponding) world orders also. 


qag qup qum afedeishea Aaa: 11282 oi 
Jaaa wq ud mea | 
"pep Rep mer ges wi ate: RER d 
aa: frere frat anaf: d 


yat sankalpyam tathà tasya bahirdeho ‘sti cetanah 161 1 
caitravat sauSivantam tat sarvam tàdrsadehavat | 

yasya deho yathà tasya tajjattyam puram bahih W 162 || 
atah susivaparyantà siddhà bhuvanapaddhatih | 


Whatever can be imagined (sazikalpya) (to exist on the authority of 
the scriptures) in this way is sentient (cetana), and possesses an external 
body like (any common man, such as) Caitra. Every?" (creature) up to 
Suśiva™ has a body like that. As is its body, so is the external world of the 
same type." Thus the series of worlds up to Susiva are proved to exist. 
(161cd-163ab) 


"Whatever can be imagined (samkalpya)’ (to exist on the authority) of 
the scriptures ‘in this way’ as an embodied creature ‘is sentient’, that is, is 
sustained (and presided over) by consciousness, and it ‘has a body like that’. 


?'* Read sarvar for sarva. 

*” The world of Susiva is that of Sadasiva, who governs the principle that bears his 
name. See above, 8/366 (365cd-366ab). 

?? So, for example, the worlds and the bodies of the beings that reside in the Earth 
principle are made of Earth. 
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The meaning is that it possesses an external body, sustained by consciousness. 
According to whether (consciousness) is, for example, pure or impure, it is *of 
the same type', that is, has an (appropriate) corresponding nature. 

These are the two (syllogisms) that apply here (in this case). 1) The 
realities up to SuSiva possess an external body sustained by consciousness, like 
(any common man), such as Caitra. 2) Conversely, what does not possess an 
external body sustained by consciousness is not an object of the imagination 
rooted in the authority (of the scriptures), as is the case, for example, with a jar. 
3) The realities up to Susiva are an object of the imagination rooted in the 
authority (of the scriptures). Therefore, they possess an external body sustained 
by consciousness. Embodied beings up to Susiva, because they are embodied 
beings, are associated with their (own) specific worlds that have an 
(appropriate) corresponding nature. Every embodied being is associated with a 
particular world that has an (appropriate) corresponding nature, as is the case for 
example with Caitra, who (lives) on the earth and possesses a terrestrial body. 
Conversely, one who is not associated with a particular world of a 
corresponding nature is not an embodied being, as is the case with Supreme 
Siva. Thus, embodied beings up to (the level of) Susiva are associated with 
particular worlds appropriate to them. 

Surely (one may ask), it has been proved in this way that the (Karmic) 
experience of individual souls is that of (their own) ordained worlds. Would that 
not contradict (the view) that all the Path (of the world orders) is binding 
without distinction for all individual souls, because (they must) experience (the 
consequences of their Karma throughout it)? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


STE TH WA SMTA 0253 íi 
serra dde fuus d 


atmanàm tat puram prapyam desatvàd anyadesavat || 163 || 
ütmanàm adhvabhoktrtvam tato ‘yatnena siddhyati | 


(All) souls should attain their own world, because it is the space (in 
which they reside), just like any other (ordinary) space (living beings 
require to live in). Thus, it is proved without effort (in this way) that 
individual souls are subjects who experience (the consequence of Karma) 
(bhoktr) on the Path (of the cosmic order). (163cd-164ab) 


(All souls) ‘should attain their own world’, that is, all that is present 
within each reality level (tattva), because it is fit to be experienced as the 
consequence of (their) Karma (bhogya). This is ‘(proved) without effort’, 
because there is no need of any other means to prove it (pramàna) (apart from 
their own direct experience). (The syllogism that) is applied here (is as follows). 
1) All that pertains to a particular world is the consequence of the Karma 
individual souls are bound to experience (bhogya), “because it is the space (in 
which they reside)'. 2) The space (in which they reside) is the (object of their) 
experience, (which is the consequence of their Karma.) as is, for example, a 
village. 3) (What cannot be experienced) by individual (embodied) souls is not a 
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place, as is (the case with) another individual soul. 4) Each particular world 
order is (such a) place, and so 5) is the object of experience (bhogya) of (all) 
individual souls. 

Once defined this thus by this way, he continues with the main point. 
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sā maya kşobhamāpannā visvari sūte samantatah | 164 I| 
dandahatevamalaki phalāni kila yady api | 

tathāpi tu tathā citrapaurvāparyāvabhāsanāt || 165 || 
mayakarye ‘pi tattvaughe kāryakāranņatā mithah | 


Thus, when Maya is disturbed, it generates all things all around 
(itself) (instantly and simultaneously). Indeed, (it is like the) fruits (that fall 
from a) tamarind (amalaki) (tree) struck by a stick.” Even so, although the 
flux of the principles (is in every part equally) the product of Maya, (and 
their production is not temporal), they are mutually related to one another 
as cause and effect because they are variously made manifest as preceding 
and succeeding (one another). (164cd-166ab) 


The meaning of this statement is that when Maya is disturbed, ‘it 
generates’ the universe non-sequentially (i.e. instantly and simultaneously), 
but even so ‘the flux of the principles’ beginning with Kala ‘are related to 
one another as cause and effect’ in various ways, ‘because they are variously 
made manifest as preceding and succeeding (one another)’ because (the 
order and manner in which it takes place) is variously defined in each scripture. 
‘Indeed’ (this is taught) in the Agama. As is said in the venerable 
Svacchandatantra: 


‘The principle of Maya is the seed of the universe. It is eternal, all- 
pervading and imperishable. Having fashioned the class of individual souls who 
are established in that, the Lord should disturb (Maya) all at once. Just as the 
fruits of the Badari** when struck by a sword or stick fly out (of the tree) all 
around, sideways, above and below. 


?' This analogy is drawn from SvT 11/60. The Amalaki is the Emblica officinalis, i.e. 
tamarind. 

?? The Badari is the jujube tree. 

9*5 SvT 11/59-60. SvT reads tayávyayam for tathavyayam, —dandahatayas ca for — 
dandahatayas tu, and adhastác ca for adhastat tu. 

Commenting on 11/59, Ksemaraja says: ‘The ‘principle of Maya is the seed’; 
that is, the cause ‘of the universe’, beginning with Kala and ending with earth. It is 
‘eternal’ because its power operates as the first of all (at the impure level, as the initial 
negation of oneness, as) ‘not this" (anidamprathamikata), and so is also ‘all-pervading’. 
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Maya is not the only cause (although it is the primary one), and the 
universe that extends from Kala to Earth, the effect. Rather, its product, such as 
Kalà etc., also possesses the same (causal) nature. This is the sense of the words 
“even so’. That mutual (relation of cause and effect between them) is expressed 
by saying that they are ‘mutually (related) to one another’. Thus, an effect is 
(also) a cause, (just as) what is a cause is (also) an effect, just as Kalà is an 
effect in relation to Maya, whereas it is a cause in relation to Vidya. 

Surely (one may ask), if each scripture defines the relationship of cause 
and effect between the principles differently, then to which one (of these 
scriptures) does the teaching here (belong)? With his doubt in mind, he s; 


The Five Coverings (kaficuka) 
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Even though it is clearly apparent that (the nature of this causal 
relationship is) variously (conceived) in other scriptures, we will (limit 
ourselves) to explain it from the point of view of the Malinisastra. (166cd- 
167ab) 


It is not ‘eternal’, that is, never destroyed, as a principle (amongst the other principles), 
because it is said that ‘then (comes) Maya (after the preceding principles). (Moreover, 
that is so) also, because (further ahead) it will be established that its withdrawal (occurs 
periodically). The principle of Maya, which is such, ‘Having fashioned the cl of 
individual souls (that are established in that’, (their) knowledge and action is hidden due 
to that (Maya) and are made manifest onto (Maya's) own screen. And then having again 
observed that (principle of Maya), which is such, with the power of knowledge, (the 
Lord) ‘should disturb’ it ‘all at once’, that is, simultaneously. 

Thus the Supreme Lord renders (the individual souls) subject to (the chain of) 
cause and effect of Fundamental Nature (pradhanakarana ya). This is heralded by the 
progressive operation (kaland) of the obscuring coverings (kaficuka) Kala, Vidya, Raga, 
Kala and Niyati. (They are in the form of) limited agency, limited noetic subjectivity 
(jfiatva), craving, temporal differentiation, and its emergence due to the necessity (of 
karmic consequence) (read —niyatotthapakatva- for —niyatotthüpaka-) (respectively). 
They consist of the lack of reflective awareness (of the essential) nature (of the soul) 
which does and knows everything, is free of craving, is undifferentiated by time and is 
all things. 

How is the Lord? It is said that he is penetrated by the power of the will and by 
the po! of action. According to (the following) teaching, taught in the venerable 
Māli ya, just after the mere intention (icchāmātra), he makes (Maya) manifest by 
means of the power of action: 

(When assuming a state of intent towards Her task of the form) — *may all this 
be such' and that very instant makes it so, (the Lord's power) is called activity here (in 
this world).’ MV 3/7cd-8ab. 
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Surely (one may ask), although Maya is insentient, having set aside (the 
fact that it is) a product (of the higher pure principles) because it is one, (not 
multiple) it is said to be the cause (of all the lower, impure principles). (If that 
is so,) the same should be said about Kala and the rest (of the principles below 
it), because as (they are all) insentient, there is no difference (between them and 
Maya) insofar as their unitary (nature is concerned). There (with regards to 
that), in order to refute the definition of oneness in terms (of the principle) that 
‘what is not prohibited according to a different view is accepted (by us)’, (he 
goes on to) establish (by reasoned argument) that (Maya is in fact) multiple (and 
diverse). 


poai GAIT: AIT LRO di 
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(The group of principles ranging) from the Force (of limited 
agency) up to Earth, that is within Maya and will be described (further 
ahead), differs for each individual soul. (This is clear from the fact) that, 
for example, the joy and suffering (each one experiences are) different.“ 
(167cd-168ab) 


Surely (one may ask), even if there is no difference in the essential 
nature of the (principles ranging) from the Force (of limited agency) onwards, 
the difference between the joy and suffering (of each soul) would not (thereby) 
be denied. With this doubt in mind, he says: 
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sukhadinam samar vyakter bhogabhedah kuto bhavet | 


If the universe were to be a single aggregate of means to worldly 
experience (bhoga), (the experience of) pleasure and the like would be the 
same for all (souls). How then could one account for the differences 
(between each individual's) experiences?” (168cd-169ab) 


?' Cf. BhoKa 105cd-106ab: "The wise should know the aggregate of the means of 
experience ranging from Kala to the Earth to be dependent on the individual 
experiencer. Otherwise, the evident diversity between pleasurable experiences etc. 
(amongst individuals) would be unaccountable.’ See also, Tattvasarhgraha 24cd-25ab. 
?5 bhogabhedah kuto bhavet — more literally: ‘from where would the differences 
(between each individual's) experiences (come)? 
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The meaning of ‘the universe’ (here) is the state of bondage 
(anapavarga), characterized by (the rounds of) birth and death. ‘The aggregate 
of means to worldly experience' (consists of the reality levels) from the Force 
(of limited agency) to Earth. (The experience for all) *would be the same' as 
simultaneously common (to all). (However) here at least, there is no 
disagreement that a diversity of products (karyabheda) is due to a diversity 
(bheda) of causes. If the means to worldly experience, that is, (the principles) 
ranging from the Force (of limited agency) to Earth, is the same for each 
individual soul, how is it that there is this difference in the experience (they all 
have) of pleasure and the like? 

Surely (one may say) that that will be so because of the difference 
(between each soul's) Karma. The cause (nimitta) of joy (and suffering) etc. is 
Karma, and that differs for each soul. With his doubt in mind, he says: 


3 umb abge: wem 1282 11 


na cásau karmabhedena tasyaivanupapattitah || 169 ll 


Moreover, that is not due to the difference (in their) karma, because 
it is just that which has not been reasonably established. (169cd) 


It is ‘just that’ difference (in their) karma (that has not been 
established). It is said that although the souls are various in this way, the 
(principles) from the Force (of limited agency) to Earth, which is the aggregate 
of (their) worldly experience, is one (and the same for all of them). And as that 
(aggregate) has no beginning, it is simultaneously firmly associated with all the 
souls that belong to the realm of transmigration. Firmly associated (with them 
all) in this way, it would be applied equally, along with all the (individual) 
souls, to (their) Karma. Thus, as (the aggregate's) assumption of Karma would 
be (the same) without distinction with respect to all of them, how could it ordain 
a variety of Karma (for each one)? Thus also, although there is a difference 
between individual souls, there (would be) no difference in (their) Karma. 
Moreover, it follows that, as its product, (there would be) no difference (in their 
experience of) pleasure and the like. 

In this way, the (principles that range) from the Force (of limited 
agency) to Earth, which (constitute) the aggregate of means to worldly 
experience, differs for each individual soul due to which there is a difference 
(between each individual's experience) of pleasure and pain etc. He says that: 
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Therefore, the group (of principles) ranging from the Force (of 
limited agency) onwards is different (for each individual, but) sometimes 
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they become one in accord with the Lord's will, as happens, for example, 
during a dance (performance) or concert."* (170) 


As the Bhogakarika®’ says: 


‘The wise should know the aggregate of the means to worldly 
experience (ranging) from the Force (of limited agency) to Earth is fixed (and 
determined separately) for (each individual) experiencer."" Otherwise, the 
perceived difference (bheda) between pleasurable and other (such experiences 
different individuals have) would not be (logically) possible.” 

Again, if one considers the diversity to be based on the diversity of 
Karma rather than the variety (of individuals),**' (then,) because (the aggregate 
of the principles which are the means to worldly experience would be) 
associated (sarnbandhat)*” (equally) with (all the individual) agents, it (would 


3% Cf. below, 10/85-88. 

?" BhoKa 105cd-108ab. 

*8 Read, as in the BhoKa, sarithatih for sahatih. 

” Aghorasivacarya comments: "The same is said in the Tattvasamgraha: ‘The host of 
principles beginning with Earth are fixed (and determined) for each individual soul up 
to the end of Kala. (Thus,) this (fettered soul) wanders under the control of Karma in all 
the bodies born of the (various) world orders.’ (24cd-25ab) 

If all were to have one subtle body, the perceived difference between (different 
peoples’) experience (bhoga) would be illogical.” 
^? Aghorasivacarya comments: ‘Surely, (one may object,) even if the subtle body were 
to be one (and the same for all), due to the difference in Karma, would there not be a 
difference (between each person’s) experience, which is its fruit? Then that would (also) 
be logically untenable.’ 

?! The BhoKa reads bhedat tad bhedo for bhedan na bhede. The meaning is then: 
"(Again,) if one considers the difference of that (experience) to be due to the diversity 
Karma." 

Aghorasivücárya comments: ‘The difference between (peoples’) experience is 
logically established (siddhyati) by the difference (of their) Karma. When the difference 
between (peoples’) experience has been established, one can infer that there is a 
difference (in their past) Karma. The meaning is that this entails the logical defect of 
mutual dependence. 

Surely (then), the difference between Karmas is logically established as being 

due to differences of the agents, and due to the difference between Karmas, there is a 
difference in (their) experience. (Surely then, in that case there would) not be the logical 
defect of mutual dependence. (Is that not so)? Thus (to counter this reply), he says: 
‘again if, etc.'. 
%2 Read as, in the BhoKa, sambandhad yugapat for sambaddhà yugapat — ‘(Then the 
aggregate of the means to worldly experience, thus) firmly associated.’ The commentary 
says: ‘It is not logically possible for (individual) souls that are enveloped in Impurity to 
be the agents of Karma without being associated with the subtle body etc. (consisting 
of) Kala and the rest; (thus,) that aggregate of principles, which is one and in the form of 
the subtle body, by its association simultaneously with all the agents, goes on creating 
Karma. How (then) does it create (many) varied separate Karmas? (If this is the 
question, we reply that) that is not so. This is the meaning. 

Surely, (would that not be correct) if (we were to say that) the difference in the 
Karmas is due to the different things each person wishes to do? (To this suggestion, we 
reply that,) no, that (is not so,) because the desire to act (also) arises because of the 
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go on) producing (the same) Karma (through them) simultaneously. So how 
could it^ produce differing Karmas due to the diversity of (their) agents?" 


(The syllogism) applied (prayoga) here (in this case is as follows). 1) 
The aggregate of principles from Force (of limited agency) onwards differs for 
each individual soul because it brings about the diversity (of experience) of 
pleasure and pain etc. (they each have). 2) Whatever brings about a diversity (of 
experience) of pleasure and pain etc. differs for each individual soul, as is the 
case, for example, with the body. 3) What is not different for each individual 
soul does not bring about a diversity (of experience) of pleasure and pain etc., as 
is the case with Maya. 4) Therefore, the aggregate of principles from the Force 
(of limited agency) onwards, which brings about a diversity (of experience) of 
pleasure and pain etc., differs for each individual soul. 

Surely (someone may object that) in this way what is being said is that 
the diversity of (the aggregate of principles) from the Force (of limited agency) 
onwards also is due to the diversity of individual souls. (However,) if (one were 
to object that) here (according to your nondualist view), the difference between 
individual souls is not ultimately real, so how is it possible that this (difference) 
be theirs also? (We would reply that,) agreed! This is why (Abhinavagupta) says 
that ‘sometimes they become one in accord with the Lord’s will, as happens, 
for example, during a dance (performance) or concert’. ‘They become one’ 
because, in this aspect at least, relative distinctions fall away. Although all 
perceivers and (their) objects are made of one (and the same) principle of 
consciousness, and that is their common nature, even so, the firmly fixed 
manifestation of duality (bhed@vabhasa) that is generated by the power of Maya 
does exist. However, there (in that case) also, their oneness manifests emitted in 
some aspect, according to the modality of the individual production (prasava) 
(from Maya for each soul, of the principles that are the means to its worldly 
experience). Why should this not be so everywhere (in every case)? (In response 
to this question.) it is said that (it takes place) ‘according to the Lord's will’. 

Thus, because these (principles essentially) consist of Siva’s nondual 
(nature), it is possible for them to be pure (i.e. nondual) also. Thus he says: 
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relationship with the subtle body. And because that (subtle body, according to you.) is 
one (and the same for all the souls), it is also not logically possible that there is a 
difference in the desire to act. Thus, because the difference of the experience that has 
(thus) been well examined would otherwise be logically impossible, one must 
necessarily accept that there is a different subtle body for each person.” 

?? karisyati — literally ‘will it’. 
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These principles from the Force (of limited agency) onwards, as 
well as all those that will be, are purified for those who are sanctified by 
grace (Saktipata).™ (171) 


The ones that *will be' are the Force (of limited agency) and the rest, 
because they will be explained (further ahead). (In response to the question.) 
which one is purified? (He replies that) ‘those’ (will be purified). And which are 
those? (They are the principles of) *those who are sanctified by grace'. 

Surely (one may ask), as (all the principles) from the Force (of limited 
agency) onwards are (equally) without distinction means to worldly experience, 
what difference is there between purity and impurity? With this doubt in mind, 
he says: 
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The pure Force (of limited agency) generates activity (such as 
meditation or worship), which is (pure) as it is. Although limited, (this 
action) quickly frees (the fettered soul) from this transmigratory existence. 
(172) 


(The activity which is) ‘as it is’ has as its object the worship and 
meditation of the Supreme Lord. 
The same is taught elsewhere also. 


wires: | 
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The teacher (Vidyadhipati) has said in the Manastuti (i.e. 
Pramanastotra)™ that in this way, (the principles) of Attachment, (Limited) 


3 saktipáta literally means ‘a descent of power’, that is, empowerment that comes from 
the deity above, which purifies the lower levels, thus making them one with the purer 
higher levels. The types of saktipata are described below in 13/121 ff. 

** Abhinava refers back to this passage below in 17/115ab. All the verses recovered in 
citation from the Pramünastotra are set in the thirteen-syllable metre called 
Mattamayüra. 
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Knowledge, Time, Necessity, and Nature, along with the senses and their 
objects, are pure in this way.** (173) 


(The pure forms of the other five coverings are) ‘in this way’, that is, 
like the (pure form of the) Force (of limited agency). Thus (by the purifying 
action of grace), Attachment generates attachment for the Goddess alone. 
Similarly, Impure Knowledge becomes discernment (viveka), which has that as 
its object. Time is the time spent (kalana) with the teaching etc., that concerns 
that (Siva) as its object. The (constraint of Karmic) Necesity (niyati) (becomes) 
the discipline (niyamana) of worshipping Him etc. In the same way, one can 
infer (for oneself) anything else (that arises by an act of grace). Nor is that just 
our own idea. The ‘teacher’ Vidyadhipati (has said this in his) ‘Ma@nastuti’, that 
is, the Pramanastotra. 


Kala - the Force of Limited Agency 


Having explained this by the way, he (goes on) to talk about the main point. 
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(Now is the time) to reflect on how the (principles), including the 
Force (of limited agency) and the rest, arise (one by one) in this way. The 
Force (of limited agency) arises from the principle of Maya, and its 
characteristic is limited agency (kificitkartrtva).*” (174) 


"^ Concerning the creation of the pure principles, see below 17/99cd-115ab. In 
17/115ab Abhinava refers to the Pramdnastuti as teaching that the senses are of two 
kinds, pure and impure. 

*7 See below, 9/213-214 and MV 1/27. This, the first of the obscuring coverings 
(kaficuka) not only obscures its essentially omnipotent Siva nature it enlivens its limited 
consciousness (caitanyodbalana). This idea is expressed in the Siddhantas in general. 
See for example, Kirana 1/16, Kiranavrtti 4/28, Svayambhuvasiiutrasamgraha 1/10 and 
Haravijaya 6/126. According to the Mrgendravidyüpüda 2/5ab the soul's innate 
sentience (caitanya) consists of both the power of knowledge and the power of action: 
"The nature of consciousness is knowledge and action and that is always present in the 
Self’ (caitanyam drkkriyarüpam tad asty àtmani sarvadá). The same is said in the 
Parakhya 2/70cd and in the Matangavidyapada 6/33cd where we read: ‘According to 
this inference, the nature of consciousness is (both) knowledge and action’ 
(anenaivanumünena citir jünakriyatmikà). Also Pauskara 5/3cd-4ab: 


caitanyam jfiatvakartrtvarüpam tad balam ütmanah WM 
kalaya vyajyate tat tu tasyaiva hi tiraskrtam | 
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That is said (in the Mdlinivijayottara): 


‘That (power of Maya) generated the principle which is the Force (of 
limited agency) (kalatattva), due to union with which the individual soul*** has 
come to possess the capacity (to be an) agent . . . °° 


Surely (one may ask), it is said that the Self is of itself both knower and 
agent, and that it is by its power (kalà) that the limited agency (of the individual 
soul) is generated. How is that? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


aren fe fewer Ye raea wm. d 
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Maya engenders the separation of the fettered soul from Siva, Who 
is consciousness, and (the soul) assumes a state like that of deep sleep. Thus, 
it is devoid of both knowledge and action. (175) 


(Maya) engenders the separation (of the individual soul) from Siva, 
Who is consciousness, even as it hides (Maya’s) innate nature (svarüpa). As the 
soul is thus not of the nature of consciousness, it is plunged into a state like one 
who is in a coma (murchita). (Accordingly, he says that it) ‘assumes a state 
like that of deep sleep’. ‘Thus’, because it assumes a state of deep sleep, it is 
‘devoid of both knowledge and action’, (and so, not inactive and ignorant, its 
innate) complete (and perfect) knowledge and action have been obscured. This 
is the meaning. 


"The nature of consciousness is agency and noetic subjectivity. That is the 
(inner) strength of the Self. That is made manifest by the power of limited agency (kala) 
(even as) it is obscured (by it).’ See Goodall 2004: 233 n 319) 


The following passage from the Parakhya defines the first of the obscuring 
coverings: 


*(Kalà) always has the form of the (limited) power of the agency of souls; she 
increases their strength (tatsamarthyopabrmhika). And just as a medicinal herb, (though 
it is itself) insentient, because of its power (enlivens consciousness) in one who is 
tormented by poison, so too, in the (process of the) soul's attaining of a revelation of its 
(innate power of) consciousness, an instrument must necessarily be made, (and that 
instrument is) kala. (Only) then, when he has had his activity enlivened by kala 
(kalodbalitavrttikah), does the soul become extroverted towards the objects of 
experience (visayanvesi). Only in such a one (whose faculties have been enlivened by 
Kala) (tatraiva) does another instrument arise from kala: the limited power of 
knowledge (vidya). When joined with this other instrument he becomes slightly fitter 
(for experience) (yogyah) and discriminated (vivecayet). Parakhya 2/28-30. 

3 MSs K, Ch, J, Jh, Ñ, T and D read punah for puman. 
39 MV 1/27abc; also quoted below in TÀv ad 9/189cd-190ab. 
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Surely (one may ask), in this way the universe would be insentient, or it 
may not be, because due to the obscuration of (its) power of knowledge, it is not 
perceived in the way it actually is. Having expressed this doubt, he says (by way 
of response): 
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The Force (of limited agency)” generates the limited capacity for 
action (kificitkartrtva) of the soul by embracing it with itself, and that too by 
the individual soul. (Thus,) mutually (embracing) one another, when (they 
are) in contact (afjana), that (Force) gives birth (to its result). (176) 


Surely (one may ask), agreed that the soul is embraced by the Force (of 
limited agency), otherwise its limited capacity for action would not arise, but 
what is the purpose of the soul's again embracing that? With this doubt in mind, 
he says: ‘mutually’. (The meaning of) a/ijanari is contact (sarislesah). 

He (now goes on) to logically establish this same (point) by means of an 
example. 
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(For) when the soul is disengaged from (that Force) by the initiation 
that bestows immediate Nirvana (nirvanadiksa@), although it is still 
attached (to the soul), it does not generate its fruits in any circumstance. 
(177) 


In the course of the initiation that bestows immediate Nirvana, the 
individual soul is conjoined (to a level) above the Force (of limited agency), and 
so is separated from it. Even so, like other (forms of) initiation, as this Force (of 
limited agency) ‘is still attached (to the soul)’, even if as just a latent trace, it 


?? Read kalam for kald. See TSà p. 80. 

“' A much less forced understanding of the meaning of the word afjanam, which 
literally means ‘stain’ or ‘impurity’, is Maya. In which case the translation would be, 
instead of ‘it gives birth to it within (their) contact (afijana)’, ‘it gives birth to it within 
the stain (afijana) (of Maya)’. Cf. the expression below (15/308d): māyāñjanāñjitam i.e. 
"stained by the impurity of Maya’. See also below, 9/179. 

*© This initiation is described below in Chapter Nineteen. The soul, by virtue of this 
initiation, transcends the plane of conditioned agency. 
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does not generate’, that is, give birth to ‘its fruit’, which is the limited capacity 
for action etc. within the soul ‘in any circumstance’ at all. This is the meaning. 

Surely (one may ask), the Force (of limited agency) generates its 
product by its own power alone, so what is the use of its attachment to the 
individual soul? He quells this doubt by means of an example. 


FATA OT QUO X d 
Aaea TAT 1 262 od 


ucchünateva prathamà sitksmankurakaleva ca | 
bijasyambvagnimrtkambutusayogat prasütikrt \| 178 ll 


The Force (of limited agency) (kala) is like the initial swelling of a 
seed and the subtle power of (its emerging) sprout that (finally) germinates 
(completely) by (its) association with water, fire, earth, and its (nourishing) 
integument (kambutuga).^? (178) 


Just as the swelling of a seed, which is its initial state (when it is about 
to sprout), or after that the subtle sprout which is its limb generates its product 
by its association with water etc., in the same way, the Force (of limited agency) 
etc., which is a product of Maya. es rise to its product) when it is associated 
with the individual soul. So it has rightly been said that ‘the Force (of limited 
agency) generates its own fruit when conjoined with the individual soul.’ (By) 
‘fire’ here is meant just (its vital) heat (tejas) alone. 

Surely (one may ask), just as in the case of a cloth which is produced by 
the conjunction of threads, (every) single thread is (its) material cause. In the 
same way, in accord with the teaching: ‘similarly, by the union of Maya with 
the individual soul, the energy (kala) of consciousness“* manifests,’ Maya, 
not the individual soul, is the material cause (upadanakarana) of the Force (of 
limited agency), which is born from the conjunction of Maya and the individual 
soul. How can we determine this (with certainty)? With this doubt in mind, he 
Says: 


"or rampe ay d 
mj surgen fep rat fev ieee odi 


kalà mayanusamyogajapy esa nirvikàrakam | 
nanum kuryad upaddanam kintu mayam vikarinim | 179 Il 


%3 The ‘skin’ of a seed is made of two layers, called kambuka and tusa, hence the name. 
It is believed to be the cause of the swelling of the seed when the other conditions are 
right for this to happen. See below, 9/212. 

% Read cetandkala for cetana kala. 

?5 MPA Vidyapada, 9/15ab. 
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This Force (of limited agency) is born of the union of Maya with the 
individual soul.™ The soul which even so does not change, does not act as 
the material cause, rather it is Maya that undergoes transformations 
(vikürini) (does so)? (179) 


"The soul does not act as the material cause'. The meaning is that the 
soul is not the material cause of that (Force (of limited agency)). The reason for 
this is that ‘it does not change’. The material cause is that which, (even) once 
its nature has changed, continues to exist as a pervasive presence 
(anugaàmitvena) in (its subsequent) effect, like clay in the jar (made from it). 
This is not so (in the case of) this (Force (of limited agency)). This is because 
(the soul) is eternal (and unchanging), as its one nature is consciousness. Thus, 
although (the Force (of limited agency)) is born from the union of both, it is said 
that its material cause is Maya alone. (As he says.) ‘rather it is Maya that 
undergoes transformations’. The meaning is that (Maya) is diverse (bhinna) 
due to the diversity of the transformations of each of its modalities (tattatvrtti). 

Surely (one may ask, alright agreed), let not the soul be the material 
cause of the Force (of limited agency), because it does not change. (But) from 
whence this fixed rule that it be (just) Maya itself? It is said that the cause of 
transmigratory existence (are the three.) Mala, Maya and Karma conjoined 
together. Having posed this question, he says: 


HSARA AAT WATER | 
aH tq wears wm WW IRo II 


malas cavarako maya bhavopadanakaranam | 
karma syát sahakaryeva sukhaduhkhodbhavam prati | 180 Il 


Impurity (mala) is the obscuring covering (avāraka) (of 
consciousness). Maya is the material cause (upādāna) of phenomenal 
existence (bhava), (that is, the principles from Kala to Earth,) whereas 
Karma is the concomitant cause of the arising of pleasure and pain. (180) 


Although they are (all three) equally causes of transmigratory existence 
and. uch, (each) produces (its own) predetermined (pratiniyata) effect, the 
task (kdrya) of (the soul's innate) Impurity is to veil (its) knowledge and action. 


*^ Kala etc., which are the products of Maya, can only develop when contact with the 
auxiliary cause, that is, the soul, is maintained. The soul's union with Maya gives rise to 
the conditioned mind. However, Maya, not the individual soul (anu), is the cause of 
Kala, which is born from the union of Maya and the soul. Cf. above, 9/176. 

%7 The material cause is that which, although it changes, continues to exist in its 
subsequent effect, as is the case with clay and a jar made of clay, etc. This is not the 
case however with the soul, because it is nothing but pure consciousness, which is 
eternal (and hence unchanging). Thus, Maya is Kala’s material cause, though it comes 
into being through the union of both (the soul and Maya). For ‘Maya undergoes 
transformations’, that is, Maya is changing, as it is differentiated by (its) various 
transformations brought about by each of its functions (vrtti). 
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Thus, its capacity (samarthya) reduced to this degree, how could it also generate 
the Force (of limited agency), which stimulates its limited capacity for action, 
which is the opposite of that? As the concomitant cause (along with that), 
Karma is the instrumental cause of pleasure and the like (the soul experiences), 
which, pertaining to the objects of the senses, have as their material causes 
(their experience of) for example, (the scent of) garlands, incense and the like, 
made of the qualities of sattva and the rest (according to whether they are 
pleasing, energizing or painful). Thus, as it is the remaining one (out of the 
three,) Maya is the material cause of phenomena that extend from the Force (of 
limited agency) up to Earth. This is the apportionment (vibhdga) (of the 
functions of the three Impurities). 

In this way, one must admit that there must be some instrumental cause 
which serves to strengthen the limited capacity for knowledge and action of the 
individual soul whose consciousness has been obscured by obscuring Impurity. 
That cannot be Karma, because the power (it possesses) has been well 
examined, (so it is clear that it serves) solely to give rise to the worldly 
experience (bhoga) (which is the consequence of Karma). Thus, all that remains 
(that could possibly be the cause of that) is just the Force (of limited agency). 
Accordingly, he says: 


SIT: Terao | 
FATRA WM BALA HST 0062 di 


atah saricchannacaitanyasamudbalanakàryakrt | 
kalaivanantanáthasya Saktya sampreritd jada \\ 181 || 


Thus, it is the Force (of limited agency) that performs the task of 
strengthening the obscured consciousness (of the individual soul). 
Insentient, it is impelled by Lord Ananta’s power (not by Siva directly). 
(181) 


‘Consciousness’ is the agency of the activity of the power of 
consciousness (citi). This is the meaning. Surely (one may object that) it is a 
contradiction (contrary to the very nature of things that) the Force (of limited 
agency), which is insentient, strengthens consciousness. Thus, with this doubt in 
mind, he says that ‘it is impelled by Lord Ananta’s power’. 

Surely (one may say that,) if this is so, the power of the Lord (Himself) 
(iSaSakti) should strengthen it (directly). What is the use of the Force (of limited 
agency)? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


3 nRa tat ofer d 
aghaated df 7 frfremddi up 1222 od 


na cesasaktir evasya caitanyam balayisyati | 
tadupodbalitam tad dhi na kirncitkartrtàri vrajet || 182 || 


156 CHAPTER NINE 


Siva's power will not strengthen the consciousness (of the soul 
directly). (If it were to be) strengthened by that (power directly), that (soul) 
would not become (just) a limited agent, (but would be omnipotent, as the 
Lord is Himself). (182) 


The first ‘that’ (in the second sentence) refers to the power of the Lord, 
whereas the other (‘that’ refers) to consciousness (which is the soul). If the 
Supreme Lord (paramesvara), independently of the Force (of limited agency) 
etc., were to strengthen the agency etc. of souls in bondage with His own power 
(directly), as He does that of liberated souls, then that would (take place) at all 
times and circumstances. Thus, he says that ‘it would not become a (merely) 
limited agent’. As they say: 

‘Sarhbhu does not make (the limited powers of the soul) manifest 
without (the aid of) the fetter (that binds it), because not all (souls are) the field 
(of the operation of His power) (visaya). It is not like the power of the agency of 
à liberated soul (he makes manifest), that is free of association with impurity 
(afijana)." 


Surely, there is no disagreement that the agency of the individual soul is 
directed to the worldly experience (bhoga) which he must have (due to his past 
Karma). What we do not understand is which of the two (kinds of) 
implementing agents (kdraka) is the Force (of limited agency)? It is not Karma, 
because, as that which strengthens consciousness, its field of operation is not the 
activity of enjoying (worldly experience). Nor is it an instrument (karana) (of 
action). That is an object of the impulse of the agent, whereas this impels the 
agent also. So how can it become an instrument (of action) as is, for example, 
(the limited capacity for) knowledge (which is the instrument through which the 
agent acts in order to know something)? There, in that case (if it were to be an 
instrument of action), the agency (of the Force (of limited agency)) would be, 
like other implementing agents, far removed (from direct contact with the soul). 
Taking into consideration the question (of whether) it is an instrument (of 
action), he goes on to criticize (this view). 


aa For 4 wb ed faenfem wem | 
Ufa ad a oat yatta aa: 11223 0 


seyam kala na karanam mukhyam vidyadikam yathà | 
parhsi kartari sà kartri prayojakatayà yatah || 183 || 


This Force is not, like Knowledge (vidya) and the rest (of the 
coverings), a primary instrument (karana) (with respect to the senses), for 
it acts (directly) in the soul, that is, in the agent, as that which impels it 
(prayojaka).™* (183) 


** However, see below, 9/246 ff. 
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(The covering called) Knowledge is a) ‘primary’ (instrument). The 
meaning is that it is supreme (param) with respect to the intellect and the rest of 
the inner (mental) organs (karana) (of perception). 


"The instrument by means of which the individual soul (purusa) 
generates the object of worldly experience (bhogya), having impelled the 
intellect and the rest (of the components of the inner mental organ), and then 
again the worldly experience (bhoga) within the object of experience, is (the 
covering called) Knowledge (vidya). That is the supreme instrument (of the 
soul's knowledge). 


The activity of (the Force (of limited agency)) that impels to action 
(prayojaka) is established in the object of (its) impulse, that is, ‘in the soul, that 
is, in the agent,’ which is (its) field (of operation). Although, with regard to 
(their) agency, both (the Force and the soul) are thus specified by (their) activity 
as impellers (to action), the object of (that) impulse is only the individual soul 
who, with respect to the action, is the main directly apparent agent, by virtue of 
the (limited degree of) independence it possesses (svatantryayogat). That is said 
(in the following verse): 


‘He makes the power of the agency (of the soul) manifest, and so His 
energy (kala) impels (to action). Then, in the course of worldly experience 
(bhoga), it is the individual soul who, conjoined with (that) energy, makes (the 
psychophysical organism) an agent (kartrkaraka).”**! 


(It is said): 

‘O (wise) Brahmin, having thus equally experienced both (the soul and 
its limited agency), that abide as if they were not different from one another, 
(the wise) have said that that which generates the agency (kartrkdraka) of living 
beings (functions) within the prescribed activity of (its) worldly experience.’** 


?? Here vidya is referred to as an ‘instrument’ — karana. The same usage is observed in 
Parákhya 4/30 and 35, as it is in other Saiva texts. Goodall 1998: 206 fn 138 and 2004: 
234 n 326 refers to other examples in Tattvasarngraha 12, and Matangavrtti ad 
vidyapada 10/4cd. Here it is said to be the supreme instrument. 

%0 Tattvasarngraha verse 12. Aghorasiva comments: ‘The instrument by means of 
which’ ‘having impelled’ the group of (inner) senses, that is, the intellect, ego and the 
rest, ‘the individual soul’ generates ‘the object of experience’, and within that ‘object of 
experience’ experiences, is the instrument of the Self called ‘Knowledge’. As that is 
most excellent, it is said to be ‘supreme’. This is (what) is said (here): (a person) goes 
(somewhere) by means of a horse, by a road, by (the light of) a lamp. As in (these) 
examples, the fruit is attainable by many means also (not just one). But even so,) Vidya 
is the supreme means (karana), for it is by that alone that one knows the object of 
experience (which is to be enjoyed).” 

*! Read kartrkarakah for kartrkdrakam. 

?? Mrgendratantra vidyapada 1/7. It is also quoted below, along with the previous four 
verses, in TAv ad 9/190cd-191ab. Narayanakantha, commenting on this verse, says: 
“The living being’ is the fettered individual soul, who has not attained the worldly 
experience (that accords with his Karma). When the activity of the worldly experience 
prescribed (for him) arises in the aforestated manner, the teachers ‘have said’, i.e. 
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As the soul and the Force (of limited agency) are (related to one 
another) in this way, in accord with this teaching, as the object of impulse and 
the impeller, the difference between (the soul and the Force (of limited agency)) 
is not discernible, because (together) they constitute a single agent and impeller 
(of its agency). Even so, if by the grace of the Lord, the knowledge which 
discriminates between the two arises for somebody, then that discriminating 
(insight) (viveka) (follows), which distinguishes between Maya and the 
individual soul, because all Karma is destroyed. (Thus, his) state (becomes that) 
of a Consciousness Deconditioned (perceiver), by virtue of which this soul does 
not wander (again) down below Maya. Thus he says that: 


Discriminating between Maya and the Individual Soul 


PASAT AIR ACE: WAM EETAS 


alaksyantarayor ittham yada pumskalayor bhavet | 
mayagarbhesasaktyader antarajfiánam àntaram | 184 || 
tadà le iio ipn sarve tyakánndk sayad bhav et | 


(Although) the difference between (the soul and the Force (of 
limited agency)) is not discernible in this way (because of their close 
association), if an inner knowledge of the soul and the Force (of limited 
agency) arises by the power of the Lord of the wombs of Maya, then an 
inner discriminating awareness (viveka) (follows), that distinguishes 
between Māyā™ and the soul, because all Karma is destroyed. The soul 


and no longer wanders below the level of Māyā.™ (184-185) 


‘The Lord of the wombs of Maya’ is Ananta. The words ‘and the rest’ 
in the expression ‘power and the rest’ refers to (the powers) of knowledge and 
the rest, that are indicated by that. That is said (in the following passage): 


taught, that that is ‘that which generates agency’, called the Kala of the (individual) 
soul. They have said that, as the enjoyer of the worldly experience (which is the 
consequence of Karma), it is (the individual soul’s) agency. Kala is the cause that 
‘generates’ and makes the power of (the soul's limited) agency, because it strengthens 
it? 

33 This is the insight that the soul and Maya differ and are separate from each other. The 
Sarnkhya uses the same term with relation to the discrimination between the individual 
soul and Nature. The isolating insight of the difference between the soul and Maya is 
mediated by the Force (of limited agency). Similarly, that between the individual soul 
and Nature is mediated by the mind. 

55! See below, 13/273cd-274ab. Verse 185 is quoted in the commentary. 
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“However, O one of firm vows, he who having piously and rightly 
examined (the nature of things) by the lamp of the eye of knowledge, born of 
the lotus face of the (primal) cause, (realizing that) "this is the individual soul 
and this the inauspicious Force (of limited agency), abode of imperfection,” 
having known the difference between them, without a doubt returns to being 
established within himself." 


(It is an) ‘inner (knowledge) means that, with respect to the 
discrimination between the soul and Nature, it is (more) internal. 

Surely (one may ask), the destruction of all Karmas is achieved by the 
knowledge (that arises) by discriminating between Nature (prakrti) and the soul 
(purusa). So what is this (talk) of discrimination between Maya and Purusa? 
With this doubt in mind, he says: 


afar fasmi TITER | 
aft a aftr amp Herat afe Wu ce d 


dhipurhviveke vijfiate pradhanapurusantare | 
api na ksinakarma syat kalayam tad dhi sarbhavet W 186 ll 


Even once one has achieved a discriminating insight between the 
intellect and the soul, or that between the soul and Nature, Karma is not 
destroyed, because it can arise (as long as) the Force (of limited agency) 
(continues to exist). (186) 


The discriminating insight ‘between the individual soul and Nature’ 
is of the same nature as ‘the discriminating insight between intellect and the 
individual soul’. This is the meaning. The discrimination or lack of 
discrimination between Nature and individual soul takes place by means of the 
intellect. The lack of discrimination amounts to the notion that the shadow of 
consciousness projected (onto the intellect) is the agent (of action) 
(karttvabhimana). It is said (according to the Samkhya) that discrimination is 
(on the contrary) the notion that consciousness, which is like the steady flame of 
a lamp, because the transformations brought about by fluctuation (of the mind 
due to) the objects of the senses have ceased, is not the agent (of action). It is 
said that the discrimination between Maya and the individual soul, mediated by 
the Force (of limited agency) (kaladvaraka), takes place in the same way. Even 
though (the lower level of discriminating) ‘insight’ (has been achieved, as long 
as) the Force (of limited agency) (continues) to exist, the Force (of limited 
agency) itself is the direct instrumental cause of Karma, because it makes the 
limited capacity for action (of the individual soul) manifest. 

Moreover, it is said: 


755 Read with MSs Ñ, Th: caisà for caisarn and dosalayasubha for dosdlaya subhà. 
3% Verses 186-187ab are quoted below in TĀv ad 13/274cd-275ab. 
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‘And the Isolation (as liberation) of the Sarmkhyas is certainly 
indefensible, because the Karma they have which is to be experienced above the 
principle of the gunas is not destroyed, because it has not been perceived (and 
experienced). 


When discrimination (arises) in this way between Nature and the 
individual soul, its Karma up to Nature is destroyed. When discrimination 
between the Force (of limited agency) and the individual soul (arises), (it is 
destroyed) up to Maya, due to which he (never) transmigrates below it. He says 
that: 


aa: WERN fT. WHAT A WU d 
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atah sámkhyadrsà siddhah pradhanadho na samsaret | 
kalàpurnsor viveke tu māyādho naiva gacchati || 187 I| 


Therefore, he who has reached perfection, according to the 
Sarnkhya view, no longer transmigrates below the level of Nature.** When 
(he) discriminates between the Force (of limited agency) and the individual 
soul, he never goes below the level of Maya. (187) 


"According to the Samkhyaà view’, that is, as the Sámkhya doctrine 
(maintains, he no longer transmigrates below the level of Nature,) by virtue of 
(his) discriminating insight between Nature and the individual soul. This is the 
meaning. One should understand that that is accomplished by the process of 
sustained meditation (dhárand) on Nature etc., as taught in our philosophy. 
Otherwise, (if he does not achieve this,) he transmigrates once again below it. 
As was said before: 


‘At the beginning of a (new) day (of creation), Srikantha again emits 
those who have mastered the Sarnkhya or the Veda and the like. Therefore, this 
kind of liberation is not proper (and complete) (samyak).' 5? 


Surely (one may ask), if this is so, when will (this soul) travel upwards 
again above Maya? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Torstar Wary Wat Tid | 
malād viviktam Gtmanam pasyams tu Sivatam vrajet | 


Seeing that one’s own nature is separate (and free) (vivikta) from 
Impurity (mala), one attains Siva’s state. (188ab) 


37 Paramoksanirasakarika (by Sadyojyoti with commentary by Rámakantha) verse 53. 
3 See below, 13/274cd-275ab. 

5 Above, 6/152cd-153ab (152). Also quoted above in TÀv ad 1/34. 

?* This line is quoted below in TAv ad 13/277ab. 
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Surely (one may ask), although discriminating insight is of three kinds, 
one should consider the perceiver to be as it is (constantly), and that its nature is 
pure consciousness alone, so how is it that that (insight) happens (only) 
sometimes and to some (particular person, not another)? With this doubt in 
mind, he says: 


ada dw wu MEPR eee | 


sarvatra caisvarah Saktipato ‘tra sahakaranam || 188 Il 


The Lord's grace (Saktipata) is the concomitant cause everywhere 
here (at all these three levels of discriminating insight). (188cd) 


Surely, here (the Lord's) grace is the same (in all cases). How is it that 
there is this difference in the three forms of discrimination and their result? 
With this doubt in mind, he says: 


marcha zara fme: 


maydgarbhadhikari yo dvayor antye tu nirmalah | 


In (the first) two (cases), it is that of (Ananta), who presides over” 
the Womb of Maya, while in the latter case it is pure. (189ab) 
Those who preside over the Womb of Maya are Ananta and the rest. 
(The first) two cases are the discrimination between (the soul) and Nature, and 
(between it) and Maya. Thus here (in these cases), they do not culminate in 
liberation. ‘The latter case’ is the discrimination (between the soul) and 
Impurity. It is *pure' because it ultimately culminates in liberation. 

Surely (one may object that) this is Maya itself (which operates in this 
way). What is the use of there being something else different from it? With this 
doubt in mind, he says: 


"P wor nes qmm ce I 
arte vated aAa: d 
seyam kala karyabhedàd anyaiva hy anumiyate || 189 I| 


anyathaikam bhaved visvarn karyayety anyanihnavah | 


One can infer that this Force differs (from Maya), as their products 
are different. Otherwise, (if there were to be no difference between them,) 


%l Read —dhikàri yo for —dhikariyo. 

* See above, 6/148 and below, 13/273cd-275ab. The three types of discrimination are: 
1) Discrimination between Purusa and Prakrti. 2) Discrimination between Purusa and 
Maya. 3) Discrimination between Purusa and Mala. This last one alone brings about 
liberation. 

3% Read —dhikàrt yo for -dhikürtyo. 
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every product would originate from one (cause) alone, and so all the 
other (principles) would stand negated. (189cd-190ab) 


(This Force differs (from Maya),) ‘as their products are different’. 
Maya causes the soul to be as if in a coma (thus losing all its power to act and 
know), whereas this (Force gives) it a limited capacity to act (kiricitkartrtva). It 
‘differs’, that is, (it differs) from Maya. ‘Otherwise’ — (if there were to be) no 
difference (between them). The ‘one’ (cause) is the principle of Maya. Thus (if 
that were so), all the products, including the limited capacity to act and the rest, 
would arise from that alone, which would entail the negation (as unnecessary) 
of all else, that is, the categories from (Impure) Knowledge onwards. He says 
that (with the words,) ‘all the other (principles) would stand negated’. 

Surely (one may ask), it is said in the venerable Matangatantra etc. that 
the Force (of limited agency) bestows a limited capacity to act (on the soul 
deprived of its faculties by Maya). That is (said) there (in the Matangatantra), 
beginning with: 


*O sage, those (souls) whose nature has (only) slightly unfolded, and 
whose form (mūrti) is penetrated by the Force (of limited agency), fickle 
(tarala) and pulsing intensely, they enter the state (of impending manifestation, ) 


swollen (like seeds about to sprout). * 


Whereas, in the Mdlinivijayottara, (the Force (of limited agency) is 
said) to bestow the capacity to act in general (without qualification as "limited" ). 
As is said there: 


"That (power of Maya) generated the principle which is the Force (of 
limited agency) (kalátattva), due to union with which the individual soul has 
come to possess the capacity (to be an) agent. . . .”* 


Here the description of the sequence of principles has been taken up (on 
the basis of) the authority (of the Malinivijayottara) (tadadhikarena); so how is 
it that, on the contrary, it is said (here that) it bestows (just) a limited capacity to 
act (to the soul)? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


sft magma D WAT AT HT ATT 11220 |i 
faaan pia fg: | 


iti matangasastrádau ya proktà sā kala svayam | 190 Il 
kiricidrüpatayaksipya kartrtvam iti bhangitah | 


%t Read visvakdryaya or visvarn küryàya. 

%5 MPA Vidyapada 9/9. 

?* MV 1/27abe. It is also quoted in TÀv ad 9/174. Abhinava refers to MV 1/27abc 
below in TÀ 9/190cd-191ab. 
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The (generic) term ‘agency’ (kartrtva) (that we find in the 
Malinivijayottara)" implies ‘limited agency’. This (interpretation) is 
confirmed in the Matangatantra and other (Tantras), where this Force is 
(explicitly) said to consist of limited (agency). (190cd-191ab) 


The sense of this statement (is as follows). ‘This Force is (explicitly) 
said’ ‘in the Matangatantra and other (Tantras)’ to bestow limited agency (to 
the soul). As it is impossible for the individual soul to possess a full (and 
unlimited) agency by its own capacity alone, the ‘agency’ the Mdlinivijaya says 
(it bestows on the soul) ‘implies limited agency’, (referring to it) thus in 
general terms. By ‘other (Tantras)' is meant the Mrgendra and others. That is 
said there (in the Mrgendra): 


‘The power of the agency of the individual soul is, like the Lord’s 
power, eternal. She is Vibhvi (the Pervasive One). She does not manifest within 
phenomena that are covered by darkness (tamas) without assistance. It is that 
radiantly energetic principle called the Force (of limited agency) (kala) that aids 
(the individual soul). Once Hara has aroused Maya," it acts (to make the power 
of agency manifest). That is the supreme ancillary to the ongoing activity 
(pravrtti) (of the (individual) self) (pravrttyanga)°” 

Then, having by means of that, like a lamp, rent asunder the dense 
darkness of the soul whose consciousness is pure, it partially (ekadesa) 
illumines it."? 


%7 Abhinava is referring to MV 1/27abc. 
**5 Read mayarn for maya. 
**? Narayanakantha comments: ‘Although the power of the agency of the individual soul 
is, like Siva’s power, eternal and pervasive, because it has been heard (from the 
scriptures) to be such in the case of one who is liberated, even so, because (the soul) is 
enveloped by beginningless Impurity, it does not manifest in the things that need to be 
done without assistance. The principle called Kala is that which assists it, that is, 
capacitates it. Hara is the Lord Ananta. He saves (harati) the individual souls, who are 
on the lower (levels), in order to liberate them from the consequences of Karma 
(bhoga). He arouses May, that is, makes it propense to give birth (to its products), and 
having done so acts, that is, makes manifest (Kala and its other products). It is for this 
reason that the principle called Kala is the supreme ancillary to the ongoing activity 
(pravrtti) of the (individual) self, which gives it the capacity which is agency, because it 
is due to that alone that it pervades (every action). 

Tt would not be capable of acting if its agency were not to be energized by that. 
It possesses a radiantly energetic state, because it is the cause of illumination of the 
individual soul by the removal in one place of (its) innate Impurity.” 
?" Narayanakantha comments: ‘When Maya is propense to give birth (to its products), 
that (same) MaheSvara mentioned before pierces like a lamp through the dense darkness 
of the soul, whose power of consciousness is very sullied by the radiant energy of the 
principle called Kala, (but only) partially so, because it (only) illumines to a limited 
degree. (Having done so,) it makes the agent conditioned by Impurity partially manifest, 
that is, it strengthens (its agency). 

Necessity (niyati) is also subtly implied by the word ‘Kala’. Now, in order to 
state that the word Kala, in accord with its function, denotes both Kala and Niyati, he 
says (the following).” 


164 CHAPTER NINE 


The root (dhatu) ‘kaľř' (is used in the sense of) ‘(progressive) 
differentiation’ (sarnkhyana lit. enumeration’) and ‘impulse’. (Thus) that Force 
(kalà of limited agency) (partially) removes the darkness (of the sullied soul) 
and impels it.” 

*O (wise) Brahmin, having thus equally experienced both (the soul and 
its limited agency), that abide as if they were not different from one another, 
(the teachers) have said that that which generates the agency (kartrküraka) of 
living beings (functions) within the prescribed activity of (its) worldly 
experience.’ 7? 

Vidya - Limited Cognitive Subjectivity 


Surely (one may ask), how is it possible for (the soul) devoid of 
consciousness to possess (any agency at all), even one qualified as a limited 
one? With this doubt in mind, he refers to the birth of another principle also, 
that bestows (on the soul) a limited capacity to know."* 


fraga aq waded ae ww IR? odi 
areata aa: ga fafa faex | 


kiricidrüpavisistar yat kartrtvam tat katham bhavet V 191 | 
ajriasyeti tatah süte kirncijjatvatmikam vidam | 


It is not possible for a (soul) devoid of consciousness (ajfia) to 
possess the capacity to act, (even if its capacity to do so is) qualified (in this 
way) as limited (agency). Thus, a limited form of cognitive consciousness 


* Read with the Mrgendratantra kal ity esa for kalayaty esa. 

77 Read with the MrT, tamasah for tamasá and preranar for prerane. Nàràyanakantha 
"There is one root ‘kal’ whose (semantic) function is the sense ‘(progressive) 
ion (sarkhydna)’. There is another root ‘kal’ (in the sense of) ‘casting away’ 
whose (semantic) function the sense of ‘removing’. There (in that case), first of all, 
the function of Kala when it is active, is in accord with its nature, and has as its purpose 
‘casting away’, that is, the partial casting away or removal of the darkness, which is (the 
soul’s) Impurity. The second function accords with the sense of (progressive) 
differentiation (samkhydna), as (the soul) is regulated (niyamanat) by another meaning 
of the word ‘kala’, which is regulation (niyari). Now he says the following) in order to 
state the cause of the agency of the Self and Kala.” 

7? Mrgendratantra vidyapada 1/3-7. The last verse is also quoted above in TAv ad 
9/183. 


Narayanakantha comments: *The living being’ is the fettered individual soul, 
who has not attained the worldly experience (that accords with his Karma). When the 
activity of the worldly experience prescribed (for him) arises in the aforestated manner, 
the teachers ‘have said’, i.e. taught, that that is ‘that which generates agency’, called the 
Kala of the (individual) soul. They have said that as the enjoyer of the worldly 
experience (which is the consequence of Karma), it is (the individual soul’s) agency. 
Kala is the cause that ‘generates’ and makes the power of (the soul’s limited) agency, 
because it strengthens it.” 

?" Read kificifijnatrtva- for kiñciñjñeyatvā-. 
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(vit) is generated (within it) from that (Force (of limited agency)). (191cd- 
192ab) 


‘From that’ (refers to) the Force (of limited agency), as that is the 
subject (being discussed). That is said (in the following verse): 


‘As one does not observe that the capacity anybody has to act is devoid 
of knowledge (jñāna), thus, the absence of (complete) perception (of reality), 
which is ignorance, has arisen from the Force (of limited agency). 


The point is that even in the state of limited knowledge (the individual 
soul possesses), the full (and unconditioned) capacity to act (of consciousness) 
is pervaded by complete (pürna) knowledge. 

Surely (one may ask), the followers of the Samkhya do not accept that 
the Self has the capacity to act (kartrtva), and so let it be, as stated, that the 
Force (of limited agency) is the principle that bestows that to it. Again, 
according to them, its subjectivity (jfatva) is bestowed upon it by means of the 
intellect etc. So what is (the use) of this (principle of limited cognitive 
consciousness you say does this)? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


qf watt wr fam gfse: 11222 1 
"ré year remp arte | 
aie wp oque fafagfm frs 11293 00 


buddhim pasyati sā vidya buddhidarpanacarinah 192 || 
sukhadin pratyayan mohaprabhrtin karyakarane | 
karmajalam ca tatrastham vivinakti nijatmanà | 193 ll 


That (limited) cognitive consciousness (vidya) observes the intellect, 
and therein distinctly discerns (vivinakti) the perceptions (pratyaya) of 
pleasure and those of delusion etc., according to their own nature, present 
within the mirror of the intellect, along with (the series) of causes (i.e. the 
gross elements and senses), (their) effects and interconnected network of 
actions (karman). (192cd-193) 


The word 'delusion' here secondarily also denotes (the quality of) 
obscuring darkness (tamas). Thus, the meaning is that (he is referring to the) 
fifty apprehensions (pratyaya) of obscuring darkness, delusion and the rest, 
called ignorance  (viparyaya), disability —(asakti), contentment and 
accomplishment etc. (taught in the Sarnkhya).*” As is said (in the Visnupuràna): 


75 Jayaratha is referring here to Sarnkhyakarika 46, that states: 

‘This creation of notions (pratyayasarga) (that takes place through the intellect 
(buddhi) is called ignorance (viparyaya), disability (asakti), contentment (tusti) and 
accomplishment (siddhi). Due to the (mutual) suppression of the qualities (of Nature) 
(guna) (brought about by) imbalance, there are fifty varieties (bheda). (46) 
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‘Obscuration (tamas), delusion (moha), great delusion (mahamoha), 
darkness (tamisra), and the one called binding (darkness) (andhatamisra) — 
(this) às the ignorance with five aspects that has come forth from the Great 
Soul’. 

An instrument (serves as) a cause. Thus ‘causes and effects’ are the 
senses (which are the instruments of perception) and the gross elements. (The 
intellect) ‘distinctly discerns (vivinakti)’, that is, knows by means of the 
discrimination which is of the nature ‘this is pleasure, not suffering or delusion’. 
Thus it is said that (it does so) each ‘according to their own nature’, which is 
distinctly their own and different from (every) other. That is said (in the 
Malinivijaya): 

‘(This limited) knowledge discerns the action (karman) of that 
(individual soul), its effect and cause (of its activity). ^" 

Surely (one may ask), the instrument (through which) the individual 
soul (operates) within the intellect, which is objective (vedya) and qualified by 
each specific perception (pratyaya), is (the principle of the limited capacity to) 
know (vidya). Again, what is the purpose it (serves in the course of the soul’s) 
perception of the objects of sense? There (in that case), the intellect itself is such 
(and so no other principle is required)."* With this doubt in mind, he says: 


There are five forms of ignorance (or error), twenty-eight of disability arising 
from the impairment of the (sense) organs (and intellect). Contentment has nine forms 
and accomplishment eight." (47) 

These fifty, and their subdivisions, ar: 
some detail in the commentary by Vacaspati Misra. 
3% Visnupurana, 1/5/5. Note that the five forms of ignorance listed here are those found 
in SàiKa 48, that refers to their varieties (bheda), which are described by Vacaspati 
Misra in his commentary. 

T MV 1/28ab. 
378 The following verse will address this question. Cf. Parakhya 4/31: 


isted in Küriküs 48-51, and described in 


"Discrimination is (ordinarily) understood to be connected with the (faculty 
called) buddhi (and takes place) always (only) when objects have been perceived. It 
cannot be connected with the limited power of knowledge (vidyayah), since it is buddhi 
that illumines itself and other objects." 


Goodall 2004: 235-6 n 328: "This is a stock objection on Sankhya lines (cf. 
Mrgendra (vidyapáda) 11/9ab, and its answer in 11/14-15ab as well as the following 
passages mentioned by Torella 1998: 55, fn2: Matanga (vidyapada) 10/5 and 19, 
Tattvasamgraha 14-16, Bhogakarika 93cd-98ab, Tattvaprakasa 47. In taking over the 
Sürnkhya conception of a tripartite internal organ of ‘thought; and at the same time 
adding above that in the evolutionary scale a tattva — vidya, the Saiddhantikas have to 
justify that these things fulfil different functions." 

As Torella (1998:55) observes: ‘the kaficukas (kala, vidyà, raga, kala and 
niyati form a foreign body with respect to the Sankhya basis of the fattvas . . .’, and 
further, they give ‘the impression of doubles, having an uncertain status, so much so that 
not only all the Saiva philosophers but also some of the Saiva scripture themselves feel 
bound to answer the objections they already foresaw in the opponents’ minds, and to 
highlight the specificity, for example, of raga ‘Attachment’ and vidya ‘Science’, with 
respect to their seeming doubles, avairagya and buddhi.” 
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Perception Within the Intellect 


Waa ege frag mei qum | 
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According to the Sankhyakarika (second half of verse 37), it is the buddhi that 
is responsible for discriminating between prakrti and the soul: saiva ca visinasti punah 
pradhanapurusantaram süksmarn. The Saiva justification for having vidya as well is 
that buddhi cannot examine itself, and therefore the soul must have an additional 
instrument of cognition. See Sadyojyotis" argumentation in the Bhogakarika (93cd- 
98ab): 


“Without an instrument, an agent is not known to act with respect to an object. 
Therefore, there must exist an instrument, and that is vidya, which discriminates among 
the awarenesses of the intellect. (Objection:) the soul's (tasya) intellect is like a lamp, 
that illuminates itself and others: (thus) the soul has an instrument; what will he do with 
vidya? (Response:) A lamp can be an instrument for the soul in perceiving stumps and 
such like external objects, but for perceiving the lamp, the faculty of sight (is necessary 
as a further instrument), We must accept that the same is the case for the intellect too 
(i.e. to grasp that too, we require a further instrument). For that (intellect), being itself 
not separate (from what it illuminates) (avivikta), because of its being made up of the 
three gunas, it is not capable of displaying itself distinctly (vivekena) when it has taken 
up the form of external objects. And as vidya, which is beyond the gunas and separate 
(vivikta), it is capable of displaying distinctly (vivekatah) the objects of experience 
(vedyam) for the soul. There is no need to be excessively niggardly in this (viz. in 
acknowledging the existence of this ‘extra’ tattva, vidya).’ 

. . . For Rámakantha and other Saiddhàntikas, the viveka that is now assigned to 
vidya rather than to the buddhi cannot have the same soteriological function. It seems 
rather to be a term that covers experiencing the various modes of knowing (discerning, 
remembering etc.) that the buddhi presents to it. Thus Ramakantha remarks in his 
Matangavrtti ad vidyapada 10/5: ‘Moreover, the body (aga) of all the daily business of 
experience and the object of experience etc. is the intellect, because its nature is 
determinating perception (adhyavasaya). That (Vidya) is capable of discerning that 
(determinate perception). This is what is being taught: the intellect is various according 
to the diversity of (the type of its) perceptions (pratyaya), (which include) determinate 
perceptions (adhyavdsaya), memory, intuition (pratibha) etc. That by which it is known 
is vidya, which is the supreme instrument (paramam karanam) (Tattvasamgraha 12d); 
as the nature of the intellect, which is associated with Prakrti, is not to be its own object, 
that is, (it is) not an instrument capable of (self) awareness, because the object is 
external (to it). Thus (the existence of) vidyd is proved.” 

Kiranavrtti ad 1/16cd-17: 


"Even for a soul in which (the working of) mala has been stopped, there has to 
be a further common instrument (karanántarena) for consciousness, that consists in the 
functions of the intellect that will be explained in due course, such as memories, creative 
imagination, notions and the like, because it is consciousness, like cognitions of the 
objects by the senses. And it is not buddhi that is the instrument (needed) here; for that 
is (among its) objects. Nor is it aharmkara or any other (faculty), because they will be 
said to be the means of other actions, such as the support of the body, and so cannot be 
established to be the means in this case too. And so that instrument (that is needed) for 
(the enablement of) these forms of consciousness) (atra) is vidya. Thus a further bond 
is established.’ Goodall' s translation. Cf. TA 9/210ab. 
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buddhis tu gunasankirnà vivekena katham sukham | 
duhkham mohatmakam vàpi visayam darsayed api \\ 194 Il 


(This must be so, for otherwise) how could the intellect, which is full 
of (the insentient) qualities (guna)™” (of Nature), perceive the difference 
between the (sensations of) pleasure, pain and delusion (that arise from 
them)? (194) 


By (saying that the intellect) ‘is full of (the insentient) qualities (of 
Nature), it is stated (that the intellect) does not differ from them, and 
moreover, that it is insentient. It is said: 


‘(The intellect), which consists of the three qualities, is incapable of 
making known, (simply by its own) discernment (viveka), the form of the 
objects of sense and itself, as it (itself) is not discerned by itself (to be separate 
from the object). 


Surely (one may object) that, you have said that as if you did not know 
the Sarhkhya view. As the intellect is full of (insentient) qualities (guna), how 
can it make known (its) object, consisting of pleasure and the rest (of the inner 
sensations), by means (of its own) discriminating discernment (viveka)? 
Although completely covered over in every way by the (darkness of) tamas, the 
nature of which is to obscure (everything), it operates only in certain 
circumstances (kvacit), insofar as (the obscuration) is slowly removed by rajas. 
(Thus,) although sattva illumines (everything) equally, it progressively makes 
(only) specified (niyata) pleasure and the like manifest. Thus, we accept that the 
intellect, consisting of the three qualities, progressively makes known (its) 
Object, that is, pleasure and the rest, by means of (its own) discriminating 
discernment (viveka). 

(We reply that, that is) true, the intellect displays (its) object, which is 
pleasure and the other (perceptions corresponding to the three qualities), as does 
a mirror (the reflections within it). However, we say that (it does not do so) 
discerningly (vivekena), (distinguishing one perception from another.) as it 
(itself) is full of (these) qualities (guna) (of Nature). Although the intellect 


?? See above, 8/253cd-260ab and below, 9/220cd-222. 
** BhoKa 96cd-97ab. The following verse and commentary says: 


“Vidya (however), which is beyond the qualities (of Nature) and so is separate 
(from it), is capable of making the object of knowledge known by (its discriminating) 
discernment to the individual soul (who is the perceiver). Here (in this case, the 
opponent to this view) should not be overly hostile (to it)." (97cd-98ab) 


Commentary by Aghorasiva: “The intellect consists of the three qualities (of 
Nature), and so, as its form is discerned to be that of an object (as distinguished from the 
perceiver), that is, as (an objective) activity (karmatà) (of Nature), it is not self- 
illuminating, as is a lamp or the like. However, Vidya is beyond that, and so, being 
separate from the form of the object, it illumines the object of knowledge of the 
individual soul independently of (any) other instrumental cause.” 
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consists of the three qualities, and, contrary to (outer sensations,) such as the 
colour blue, (the sensations of) suffering and the like are projected onto it by the 
predominance of sattva (which imparts the luminous reflective quality of the 
intellect); even so, how could it discern between them individually (and 
separately from one another)? It is not the case, for example, that when 
suffering is perceived, the (same) distinguishing discrimination (viveka) by 
means of which (that takes place) should (give rise to) the ascertainment of 
pleasure and like (at the same time). Nor is the mere perception (darsanamátra) 
alone the awareness of (a specific) object (visayasamvedana), due to which 
there may also be a discriminating discernment (viveka) (that distinguishes one 
sensation from another. This is because the intellect’s) vital activity (jivita) is 
ascertainment (adhyavasáya) (of the nature of a particular object, not the 
discrimination of its difference from others). As is said (in the Samkhyakarika): 


‘what is perceived (drstam) is the ascertainment of each object. ^"! 


Thus, because suffering and the rest (of the sensations) are (just) 
initially perceived (by the intellect), it cannot discriminate (between them), and 
because it is insentient, it not capable of consciously integrating 
(anusarndhütum) (perceptions). Therefore, although pleasure and the like are 
projected into the translucent intellect, it needs to be perceived (bhavya) by 
some kind of discriminative (discernment) (viveka). That is said to be and that is 
the supreme instrument (of perception)? called (impure) Knowledge (Vidya). 
This is what is being stated. He says that: 


worn füfa wmm: Wade WW | 
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svacchàyàr dhiyi samkraman bhàvah samvedyatàr katham | 
tayà vinaiti sápy anyat karanam pumsi kartari || 195 |l 


(Again,) how could a phenomenal entity (bhava) projected into the 
translucent (svaccha) intellect be an object of sensation without this 
(impure knowledge)? Therefore, it too (must be) another instrument (of 
perception) which is (unlike others) within the individual soul, who is the 
agent. (195) 


‘Objects of sensation’ are those that are objects of ascertainment by 
means of discriminative discernment (viveka). This is the meaning. ‘This’ is 
(impure) Knowledge. ‘It too’ (must be an instrument of perception) with 


**! SarhKa 5a. Vacaspati Misra explains that ‘prativisayam denotes that which impinges 
upon each particular object i.e. the sense organ. (Its) function (vrtti) is contact with the 
object. Thus, it stands for the sense which is in contact with object; knowledge 
depending on that is adhyavasaya (ascertainment). It is the cognition which is the result 
of the operation of the intellect (buddhi)." 

?? Read karanam for küranarir; cf. above 9/183 and commentary. 
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relation to the intellect. ‘The agent’ is (engaged in) the object of ascertainment 
(adhyavasaya). 

Surely (one may object that) the intellect is like a double-sided stainless 
mirror. The shade of the individual soul is projected onto one side, by virtue of 
which it is rendered sentient, and being such, it can determine (the nature of) 
phenomena projected onto the other side. Thus, what need is there to admit the 
existence of another instrument (of perception) called (impure) Knowledge? He 
says that: 
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nanu cobhayatah $ubhradarsadastyadhigatàt | 

purmsprakasdd bhati bhàvah maivam tatpratibimbanam l| 196 || 
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Surely, (one may object that) a phenomenal entity is made manifest 
by the light of the individual soul (purusa), which is reflected in the 
intellect, that is like a double-sided radiant (well-polished) mirror (that 
reflects this light on the one side and the object on the other). (We reply 
that,) it is not so, because the reflection (of the soul in the intellect would 
be) insentient (and so incapable of perceiving the image reflected within it). 
If the light of the individual soul were to be the primary one that illumines 
an external object (directly), what would be the use of conceiving (the 
existence) of that intellect? (196-197) 


Here (according to this view), it is said that the intellect is insentient, 
and so it is not (logically) sound (to consider) that it is itself (directly) the 
illuminator of (its) object. Even when the light of the soul is projected (onto it), 
its insentient (nature) does not cease. It was logically established previously that 
a reflection is capable of associating solely with its own (appropriate) substrate 
(adhikarana). Just as is the case, for example, with an external mirror. Although 
(the person called) Caitra is reflected within it and (he is) sentient, the mirror 
does not assume his consciousness." Rather, there (within the mirror, the 
reflection) is incapable of doing anything by itself, as is the case with (anything 
that is) insentient. In the same way, although the light of the soul is projected 
into the insentient intellect, because it is capable of associating only with that, it 
becomes insentient, and so how could that also be capable of illuminating (its 


* The hypothetical opponent objects in this way that there is no need to postulate the 
existence of the principle of impure Knowledge (Vidyatattva). See Pandey 1963a, pp. 
378-379. 

4 Read darpanam asya for darpanasya. 
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own) objects? Now, let it (itself) be by itself the illuminator of (its) object. As is 
said, ‘if the light of the individual soul were to be the primary one that 
illumines (an external object)’, and so in this way, if it were to be directly the 
illuminator of the external object, what is the use of the intellect (buddhitattva) 
conceived to be in between (them)? Thus it is said: ‘what would be the use of 
conceiving (the existence) of that intellect?’ 

If, in this way, nothing at all were to manifest separately from the 
primary Light of the Self, all things would be the Light (of consciousness) itself, 
and (the one) nondual (reality) would manifest in all circumstances. Thus, all 
this daily business of duality, which is (essentially) the relationship between the 
perceiver and the perceived and the like, would cease. It is this (subject) that has 
been taken up in order to reflect upon it. Thus, this definition would be contrary 
to the sense (of the teaching) (artha) that was announced (as the subject at 
hand). Thus he says: 


aden a Fees frat | 


abhedabhümir esa ca bhedas ceha vicaryate | 


The plane on which (the light of the soul illumines outer objects 
directly certainly exists, but it) is that of unity (abheda). Here we are 
concerned with (the level) of multiplicity (bheda). (198ab) 


Once the supreme Light (of consciousness) has concealed its own 
nature by its own free will, when it makes its own ‘contracted’ nature manifest, 
then all this daily business of duality arises. Thus, the individual soul knows, by 
means (of the principle of impure) Knowledge, the objects, namely, pleasure, 
pain and the like, projected into the intellect through the channels of the senses, 
as mutually distinct from one another. Thus, there is no defect at all in 
conceiving (the existence) of the intellect and the rest (required for this to take 
place). He says that: 


emegfadr wet femur: 11.290 odi 


tasmad buddhigato bhàvo vidyakaranagocarah || 198 Il 


Therefore, (the point is that external) phenomenal existence (bhava) 
present (reflected) in the intellect is the field (of operation of the perceiver's 
Impure) Knowledge, which serves as an instrument (of perception). (198cd) 


Surely (one may ask), phenomenal existence, which is the field (of the 
operation of Impure) Knowledge that serves as an instrument (of perception), is 
the object of perception (vedya), and that is external. Thus, how is it said (to be 
such) in this way? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


wart wfafamd a Geb AeA aa: | 


bhavanam pratibimbam ca vedyam dhikalpana tatah | 
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The (actual) object of knowledge is the reflection of phenomena (in 
the intellect). Thus, it is (necessary) to posit the existence of the intellect. 
(199ab) 


The aforementioned logical fallacy (would arise) if (phenomena) were 
to be perceived directly. 

Surely (one may ask), the (nature) of (the soul’s) limited capacity to act 
has been thus logically established by the arising (of its) limited capacity to 
know. Now, that is equally limited here (in all cases), so how is it that it knows 
and does this (particular thing and not another), to some limited extent? With 
this doubt in mind, he talks about the principle of Attachment that accounts for 
this. 


Raga - the Principle of Attachment 
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Insofar as (the soul) acts (in its own) limited way, there must 
certainly be some other (principle) that attracts (the soul) (to apply itself) 
there (in that way). That is said to be the principle of Attachment 
(ragatattva). (199cd-200ab) 


It is said that the Force (of limited agency) and (impure) Knowledge 
only accounts for the limited, that is, incomplete (state of the individual soul). 
Even though this is so, the (activity and knowledge of the soul) is directed to a 
(particular) fixed entity. Thus, some other instrumental cause must necessarily 
be considered to exist here (in this case), due to which the attachment of the 
individual soul is (directed) only there (to that particular objective). And what is 
that? Thus (in response to this question), he says: ‘that is said to be the 
principle of Attachment (ràgatattva). Moreover, it is said (in the 
Malinivijaya): 


“Attachment (rága) also makes him take pleasure (and be attached) to 
his own worldly pleasures, even if they are impure. ™ 


The followers of the Sarnkhya say that the instrumental cause here (in 
this case that accounts for the soul's attachment) is a quality of the intellect, 
which is the lack of dispassion (avairágya) (towards particular objects). Thus, 
what is the use of (postulating the existence of) this other (cause), namely, the 
principle of Attachment? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


?5 MV 1/28cd; also quoted above in TÀv ad 1/37-38ab. 
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That (is more than) merely a lack of dispassion (avairagya),™ for it 
functions there also as (a positive) attachment (asakti), and (anyway), even 
when one who has been satisfied (and so becomes) indifferent (to his object 
of desire), (he continues to) harbour a subtle attachment (that impels him 
to desire it again). (200cd-201ab) 


‘That’ is the principle of Attachment. (It functions) ‘there also’, that is, 
when there is a lack of dispassion. The sense is that that is the cause when one 
clings in this way to a lack of dispassion also. Even when there is no lack of 
dispassion on the part of one who craves the cessation (of craving), there (still) 
exists, from a subtle point of view, (some) attachment, because the perception 
(pratipatti) ‘may something be mine’ (even if it is the cessation of desire) is not 
absent. This is the greatness of the principle of Attachment, namely, that 
(because of that,) all the qualities (dharma) within the intellect, including the 
lack of dispassion and the rest, manifest as (its) particular (forms), right up to 
their outer (manifestation). That is said (in the following passage): 


"The qualities (dharma) etc. (of the intellect) are the tender sprouts of 
the latent trace of attachment. Thus, all this constitutes the category of 
attachment (rágavarga). These outpourings of particular (desires) are counted as 
the qualities of the intellect." 


Similarly, aversion (dvesa) is also its unfolding flow (prasara). (That 
too is due to attachment, but) there (in that case), it is the craving to destroy etc. 
what is undesirable. Therefore, wherever there is (an intention of the sort) *may 
something be mine', be it with regards to what needs to be adopted or 
abandoned, it is just a universal craving which is the principle of Attachment, 
whereas its (unfolding) development (prapafica) (as particular desires) is 
something else. This has practically (all been) described previously, and so 
enough of much (more talk about this matter). 


Surely (one may ask), the individual soul possesses a limited nature due 
to the Force (of limited agency); due to (impure) Knowledge, it has (its own) 
separate object (of perception); due to the (principle of) Attachment (and 


?* According to the Samkhya, this is one of the qualities of the intellect. Cf. TSa (8 p. 
82): ‘(That the intellect is subject to) attachment can be observed (from its states of) 
indifference as well as in the other qualities of the intellect, as is demonstrated by the 
fact that even those who have eaten, for example, and are satiated, are still subject to an 
inward attachment, even though they do not desire food and the like, because if this 
(attachment) were not to continue to exist in a latent state, the absence of indifference 
could no longer arise.” 
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Necessity), its capacity to act (kartrtva) is led to finally (focus) on a (particular) 
fixed (and determined) (niyata) entity. It is also differentiated by Time; 
otherwise, the perception that ‘I did, I am doing, and I will do’ would not be 
logically possible. Thus, he talks about the principle of Time that brings that 
about. 


Kala - the Principle of Time 


"rexqenfefudeq ade POAT: d 202 od 
mirak web mosai poaa | 


kālas tutyadibhis caitat kartrtvam kalayaty atah || 201 Il 
kāryāvacchedi kartrtvam kalo ‘vasyam kalisyati | 


(The Malinivijayottara declares that) time measures in fufis'" and 
other (units of time the activity of) the agent (kartrtva)."* Thus, time is the 
necessary measure (of the activity of the form of) agency that is conditioned 
by its products (and not that of universal consciousness). (201cd-202ab) 


Surely (one may ask), the capacity consciousness has to act (kartrtva) is 
its freedom, and that is not separate from it. So how can its eternal being be 
associated with time? With this doubt in mind, it is said (that the limited agency 
of the soul is) ‘conditioned by its products’. The capacity to act is of two 
kinds, pure and conditioned by Maya (māyīya). There, the first is unconditioned 
self-awareness (aharnpardmarsa), and is unaffected (anàrüsita) by (its) product. 
The other is affected by (its) product, as is, for example, the act of making a pot 
or a cloth. Thus, it is ‘necessary’ to consider this (latter type) to be ‘measured 
out’, because its (very) life is the successive manifestation of existence, and 
(then subsequent) non-existence of the product and the action (that produces it). 
This is the meaning. Through this, the perceiver, although limited, is in this way 
differentiated by it. The meaning (of this verse) is thus established. That is said 
(in the Malinivijayottara): 


‘Time, which is determined (by units) beginning with a moment (tufi), 
?* also measures out (and conditions) (kalayati) him." 

Surely (one may ask): there is no disagreement that a person who 
requires that an action be performed for a special purpose (arthakriya) takes up 
something and abandons something (else). So where does this rule (niyama) 
come from that a person who wishes to cook desires to have fire, not a clod of 
earth (losta), and that one who desires heaven (offers) the Jyotistoma (sacrifice), 


*7 See above, 6/64. 

?** 9/201cd is a paraphrase and explanation of MV 1/29cd, quoted by Jayaratha. kalo ‘pi 
kalayaty enar tutyadibhir avasthitah |l. 

* We have seen in Chapter Six that a *tuti' is an eighth of a second. But, as in this case, 
the word may also denote a very small span of time in general. 

9" MV 1/29cd. The full passage is quoted above in TAy ad 1/37-38ab. 
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not a falcon? Thus, one must admit that there is certainly some reason (nimitta) 
here (for that). What is that? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Niyati - the Principle of Necessity 


frafratsrt wa fafa Pf | 202 II 


niyatir yojanam dhatte visiste karyamandale || 202 1l 


Necessity (niyati) conjoins (the cause) with its own particular 
aggregate of products (karyamandala). (202cd) 


Necessity is the assumption of the fixed rule (niyama) that ‘just this 
effect should (arise) from this (particular) cause.’ Thus he says that (Necessity) 
‘conjoins (the cause) with its own particular aggregate of products’. That is 
said (in the Malinivijaya): 


“Necessity (niyati) conjoins the individual soul to (the fruits of) his own 
action (karman). ™®' 


Thus, (it is because of the principle of Necessity) that a person who 
requires that an action be performed for a specific (fixed) purpose (arthakriyà) 
must take up a specific (fixed) (niyata) entity (to do that). Thus, there is no 
defect. 

Surely (one may ask), because we are engaged in describing the 
relationship of cause and effect between the principles, the Force (of limited 
agency) is accordingly said to be a product of Maya. Again, according to the 
venerable Svacchandatantra: 


"The Force (of limited agency) has arisen from that, and so too (impure) 
Knowledge, Attachment, Time, the principle of Necessity, the individual soul 
and Nature, ^? 


?! MV 1/29ab. Also quoted above in TÀv ad 1/37-38ab. 

?? SVT 11/63cd-64ab. Ksemaraja’s commentary is interesting: kevalam etad ucyate 
kaficukapaficakavalitàh pumamso bhoktarah, bhogyasamanyariipa ca prakrtir yugapad 
eva māyātah sambh bhoktrbhogyayoh parasparapeksitvat, ato ‘tra kaladinam 
yugapad eva tasmad iti mayatattvad udbhava uktah | Srimalinivijaye tu kaldto 
vidyadicatustayam prakrti$ ca, Srirauravadau tu kala ragavidye prasitya, avyaktarn 
janitavatityadir ágamesu yah krama uktah tatha kvacit kaficukanam catustayam kvacit 
trayam iti sankhyanyathabhavo ‘pi dr$yate, na tatra bhramitavyam | 


‘Only this is said, namely that the individual souls who experience the 
consequences of Karma (bhoktr) are enveloped by the five kaficukas, and Prakrti is the 
universal nature of the object of experience. They have arisen simultaneously from 
Maya, as the experiencer and the object of experience are mutually dependent on one 
another. Thus it is said here that (the five Kaficukas), beginning with the force of limited 
agency (kala), have come forth out of that principle of Maya simultaneously. According 
to the venerable Mdlinivijaya, the group of four beginning with Vidya (comes) from 
Kala, and so too Prakrti. According to the venerable Raurava and other (Agamas), 
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Are the group of four principles beginning with (impure) Knowledge, 
like the Force (of limited agency), a product of Maya, or not? With this doubt in 
mind, he says: 


Maya and the Coverings Working Together 


fam wise fafa: reden | 
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vidya rago ‘tha niyatih kàlas caitac catustayam | 
kalaküryam * * * * * #% # # e k % Il 203abe Il 


The four (principles of impure) Knowledge (Vidya), Attachment 
(Raga), Necessity (Niyati) and Time (Kala) are the products of the Force (of 
limited agency) (Kala). (203abc) 


Avyakta is generated after Kala has generated Raga and Vidya. The sequence that is 
taught in the Agamas is such that in some places there are four Kaficukas and in some 
three. One observes that the numbers vary. One should not be confused there (by this)." 


kadaligarbhadalavan modakádirasádivat | 
kadambagolavac citrah kaücukàs citrasarividah W 


rajyan vetti kascic ca vidan rajyatityadih purisarm 
kaficukakramo.anyatha.anyatha ca sambhavyate, pratipurn 
kaladitattvakramasyoktatvad iti tadanusáram tattacchāstrāvatārakais tathā tathā 
kramabhedamātrapratipādanam etat krtam, antarbhāvānantarbhāvāc ca saħkhyābhedo 
‘pi darsitah \ vastutaś ca kiñcit karomityadipratitipaicakaksiptatattvapaiicaka- 
kaficukavalitah pumamso bhoktārah, kificidamsdtma bhogyasāmānyarūpā prakrtir 
miiyato yugapad eva udbhūtā iti etat tantroktam eva jyàyah pratibhāti \\ 


"The Kaficukas are varied forms of consciousness. (They are folded into one 
another) like the leaves of a banana plant. (The pervade one another) like the taste of a 
sweet (modaka), and are wonderfully various, like the buds of a Kadamba tree." 


According to this teaching, which is imparted in the venerable Trikasdra, (any) 
one (of the individual souls), for example, perceives in the course of being affected 
(rajyan vetti), and another is affected in the course of perceiving (vidan rajyati). The 
sequence of the Karicukas can change in accord with the variety of the cognitive process 
(pratitikrama). This is because the sequence of the principles from Kala onwards is 
taught with respect to each individual soul. Only differences in the sequence (not the 
content) have been variously established in accord with that by those who have brought 
the individual scriptures down to earth. Moreover, (they have) presented a different 
number (of the Kajicukas) (in various places), because (some are) included and others 
not (in that group, but either way continue to be considered to be metaphysical 
principles). In actual fact, (whatever the variants in the scriptures), the individual souls 
are enveloped by the five Kañcukas included in the set of five (types of) perception, 
such as "I am doing something". It appears best (to understand) that what the Tantras 
teach is that Prakrti, which is the universal object of (Karmic) experience, arises 
simultaneously from Maya, as consisting of some (limited) parts (kificidamsatma).’ 
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This sequential order, namely, (first) Necessity and (then) Time, is 
stated here in accord with the (view of the) Malinivijayottara. There, Time is 
mentioned after Necessity. The intention (behind) teaching that Time comes 
first is that the function of Necessity is to regulate what is in the sphere of the 
relationship between cause and effect. And that is that the cause precedes, and 
the effect follows after. How can this (be so) without the conditioning of time 
(which is required for there to be a sequence of events)?" Or else, (one may 
think) that it is taught in this way because (in actual fact they) arise 
simultaneously, and so there is no intention of saying that they are in sequence. 
Although it is said in the Malinivijaya that ‘(Force) then emitted (the principles 
of the capacity for limited) Knowledge (Vidya) and Attachment (Raga)’,*” this 
amounts to saying with the words ‘the four (principles) are the products of 
the Force (of limited agency) (Kala)’ that the Force (of limited agency) is the 
uncontradicted and (general) cause (of all of them), without distinction. This is 
so because it is agreed that Necessity and Time are products. (Moreover,) no 
other cause is mentioned directly, and (also because it said that they arise) ‘from 
just (that)’, as by the word ‘just’, this Force (of limited agency) is (implicitly) 
stated to be equally the cause of (all the principles) up to Unmanifest (Nature). 

Surely (one may ask), all things (visva) are thus of two kinds, as subject 
(bhoktr) and object (bhogya). Is this (group of principles) beginning with the 
Force (of limited agency) part of the subjective aspect or otherwise? With this 
doubt in mind, he says: 


Sb Aces lees bhoktrbhàve tisthad bhoktrtvapüritam | 203d Il 


Abiding within subjectivity (bhoktrbhava), (the product of the Force 
(of limited agency)) is filled with subjectivity (bhoktrtva). (203d) 


(The product of the Force (of limited agency)) is ‘filled with 
subjectivity’ because it is located within subjectivity. Although empirical 
subjectivity (bhoktrtva) is afflicted by the (Impurity of) Individuality (ünava) 
and the other (Impurities), it is ‘filled’ with the Force (of limited agency) etc. 
By assuming the limited capacity to act (imparted to it), (the soul’s subjectivity 
is) strengthened (upabrmhita), that is, brought to the completion of (its) task 
(kürya) Thus, because (the soul) possesses the nature (dharma) of these 
(principles), they are located within the experiencing subject (bhoktr). And, in 
the same way, once the supreme perceiver has been initially deprived of the 
wealth of (its) lordship by Maya, (its) limited aspect (kirhcidamga) is brought 


33 As the cause precedes (the effect) and the effect is subsequent, if time did not exist to 
determine (their order), how could this (regular succession) be possible? 

* MV 1/27d. ‘That (power of Maya) generated the principle which is the power (of 
agency) (kalatattva), due to union with which the individual soul comes to possess the 
capacity (to be an) agent. Then it emitted (the principles of the capacity for) 
knowledge (vidya) and attachment (raga). (This) knowledge discerns the action 
(karman) of that (individual soul), its effect and instrument (of its activity) MV 
1/27-28ab 
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down from the midst of the abundance of that lordship by means of the Force 
(of limited agency) and the rest (of the kaficukas). (Then,) experiencing the state 
of limitation, (the supreme perceiver) is said to be the fettered soul. 

It is established (siddha) beyond dispute that there (in that case), the 
Force (of limited agency) and (Impure) Knowledge are attributes of that 
(fettered soul). There is no disagreement at all that subjectivity and agency are 
attributes of the perceiver. Attachment is also (the soul’s) attribute, because it is 
the cause which (impels) it to engage with the object of enjoyment. If it were to 
be an attribute of the object of enjoyment, nobody would be free of attachment 
towards it, because the object of enjoyment would be attractive (rañjaka) for all 
without distinction. And it is said (by Sadyojyotis): 


‘Here, (by) attachment (is meant) the activity produced within the 
individual soul when it is intensely attached, in order to (induce) worldly 
experience (bhogya). If attachment (raga) were to be a quality of the object, 
none would be free of it. 


*5 Tattvasamgraha by Sadyojyotis v. 10. Aghorasiva comments: 

nanu matangádau prakrtiragayor madhye purusatattvam $rüyate | tat satyam | tasya tu 
cetanatvan nityatvac ca bhuvanddyadharatvenadhvatvarn na sambhavati | tathahi- 
kalüdipafical sya bhoktrtvena puristvamalenünütmüdàv | átmá-bhimánarüpena 
yoga iti diksayàm ta sthdna eva tacchuddhyartham àgamesu prakramitatvad ürdhvarm 
purusatattvatayà pathah Sriiyate | ataś cacaryena tadvarnanam upeksitam | 
maydtattvanantaram tu pasusvarüpar vaksyati | asmin nari puruse yena janitabhilase 
bhogyavastvadanaya pravrttir bhavati, so ‘tra Saive Sastre rago jfeyah | abhilàsütmanà 
küryena ragatattvasiddhir ity arthah | 


‘Surely, (someone may ask): it is said in the Matanga and other (scriptures) 
that the principle of the individual soul is in the middle, between Prakrti and Attachment 
(raga). That is true. It is not possible for it to be part of the (objective) cosmic order 
(ahvatva) as the foundation of worlds etc., because it is conscious and eternal. Even so, 
it is conjoined to the five (kaftcukas), Kala and the rest, and as such is the subject who 
experiences the consequences of Karma (bhoktr). Thus, because of the Impurity specific 
to the individual soul, it is united (yoga) with (the psychophysical organism) that is not 
the soul etc., by the false arrogation (abhimdna) that it is the soul. Thus, because 
according to the scriptures that place is traversed in the course of initiation in order to 
purify it, one hears of a reading (in the scriptures) that, as the principle of the individual 
soul (purusatattva), it is (further) above. Thus, the teacher (i.e. Sadyojyotis, who wrote 
the Tattvasamgraha) has not cared to describe it (here). He will talk about the nature of 
the individual soul after (describing) the principle of Maya. Once the individual soul, 
who has known what he desires, is engaged in acquiring (his) object of enjoyment, one 
should know that here according to (Agamic) Saivism (Saivasastra), (his condition is 
called) Attachment (rága). The meaning is that the principle of Attachment is proved to 
exist (siddhi) because of (the nature of its) result, namely, desire (abhilàsa)." 


nanv avairagyalaksano buddhidharma evabhilasahetur iti samkhyah, tad ayuktam, 
vasandriipasyakaryakaratvat, tasya và karyakaratve buddheh sarvadanantavasana- 
yogena pumso yugapad viruddhanantapratipattivaisasa (> -visesa-) prasangac ca | 
pratyaksaripasyapi bhogyatvan nàbhilasahetutvam | nanu visayaguna evabhilasahetur 
astu, tan na, visayasamnidhünamütrüd eva sarvasya sardgatapatter vitaragabhdva- 
prasangat | tasmad vitarágadarsananyathànupapattyübhilasahetur grahakagato rago 
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Such is the case with Time also. Initially indicating an ordered 
succession (krama), such as ‘I was thin, now I am fat, and by making use of (the 
appetizer called) Asvagandha and clarified butter, I will become fatter,’ it 
clearly manifests as linked to the perceiver. Again, this (perceiver), 
differentiated as it is by Time, preceded by the manifestation in relation to itself 
of the sequence of past (present and future), it differentiates the object of 
knowledge associated with it also, (so that it experiences) what this was, is and 
will be. 

Again, Necessity is the constraint (that ensures that each) cause (has its 
own) effect and, as was explained before, the relationship between cause and 
effect ultimately comes to amount to just the agency (of consciousness). And 
agency is an attribute (dharma) of the subject, because due to its constraint, the 
subject considers that “I am just this and do (this)". 

Thus, Time, Attachment, Necessity, and (Impure) Knowledge are the 
instruments (nimittika) of the Force (of limited agency) (kala). The reflective 
awareness that “I now know this and act” is proper to the subject, not the object. 
Thus, it is rightly said that ‘the Force (of limited agency) and the rest is present 
within subjectivity.' It is because of its association with (subjectivity) that that 
supreme consciousness arises as (if) other than itself, namely, as the state of 
limitation, which is that of the worldly experiencing subjectivity. He says that: 


"bhyupagantavyah | etad evaha bhogyavisesa iti | na ca karmaiva ranjakam bhavisyatiti 
vacyam, tasya phalajanana eva caritarthatvat, anekatattvaparikalpanabhavaprasangac 
ca | nanu māyāyā mohakasvabhavo rágo ‘stu, tan na, yato na māyāyāh saksan 
mohakatvam, api tu karyadvarenaivety adosah I 10 Il 


‘Surely, according to the followers of the Sárnkhya, the cause of desire is a 
quality of the intellect, the characteristic of which is the absence of dispassion 
(avairágya). (According to us,) that is not a reasonable (view). This is because a latent 
tendency (vásana) cannot give rise to an effect. Or if it did, the undesired consequence 
would be that the intellect, as it is always associated with endless (numbers of) latent 
tendencies, would (give rise) to an endless number of (individual) specific (mutually) 
conflicting perceptions (pratipattivisesa) within the individual soul. (Again) direct 
perception is also not the cause of desire, because it is the object of experience (bhogya) 
(which is a consequence of Karma). Surely (then), the cause of desire is just a quality of 
the object of the senses (visayaguna). (We say that) that is not so, because that would 
entail that everybody would be subject to attachment (saragata), with the undesirable 
consequence that (nobody) would be devoid of attachment. Therefore, as it would 
otherwise be logically impossible to observe that (anybody) is devoid of attachment, one 
must accept that the cause of desire is attachment (raga), (and that that is) present in the 
perceiver. It is this that is said to be ‘a particular object of experience (which is a 
consequence of Karma)’ (bhogyavisesa). Moreover, one should not say that Karma 
itself will be a future cause of attachment (rafjaka), because it has fulfilled its function 
in giving rise to (its) consequence (phala), and also because the undesirable 
consequence would be that there would be no conception of the many (associated) 
principles (tattva) (involved) (anekatattvaparikalpana-bhavaprasangat) (?) Surely 
(then, you may say,) let attachment be the deluding nature of Maya. That is not so. 
Maya is not directly delusory; rather, (it is so) through its products. Thus, there is no 
defect (in the view that attachment is associated with the perceiver)." 
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maya kala ragavidye kalo niyatir eva ca | 
kañcukāni sad uktàni samvidas tatsthitau pasuh W 204 II 


Maya, the Force (of limited agency) Attachment, (Impure) 
Knowledge, Time (Kala) and Necessity are said to be the six coverings 
(kaficuka) of consciousness. As long as they persist, (universal 
consciousness) is the fettered soul.™ (204) 


% Cf. MVV 1/836-843: 

tad ittham purisi ciddharmavibhavamodaSalini | 
mátrtvadàyi yat proktam satkam kancukasarijRitam | 836 Il 
tad ekaikasya mánatvarh kecana pratipedire | 

anye tv ekasya sarvanyasacivasyeti manvate ll 837 lI 


"In this way, the group of six called Kaiicukas is said to bestow subjectivity to 
the individual soul endowed with the fragrance of the glorious power of (its) conscious 
nature (ciddharma). Some accepted that perception (manatva) belongs to each one of 
them (individually). (836-837) 


anye kadapi kasyàpi kathamcit kvacanety api | 

anye dvayor dvayor anye trikadvayaniyogatah V 838 Il 
anyonyanugrahad anye bodhenanyonyato ‘pare | 
anye tu gunasémydtmaprakrtim eva mánatàm || 839 |l 


Others (maintain) that sometimes, for (one) of them, in some way, and 
somewhere, (in some cases, one or other particular Kaficuka is predominantly 
operative,) and others (that perception rests with) two of them at a time; others 
(maintain that it is the result) by the application of three and two (of them at a time); 
others (declare it takes place) by the mutual grace of one another; others by 
consciousness of one another; others (maintain) that cognition (mania) is Prakrti as the 
balance (sámya) of (its three) qualities. (838-839) 


mukhyatvena viduh suptamattamirchadidarsanat | 

sa yatraiva pramátàyar yatah supta iva sthitah W 840 Wl 
saivásya mátrtà mánameyayor apravedanat | 

anyonyam avikaryatvat prasupte' pi tathavidhe \| 841 I 
kevalam prakrtih seyam jānāmity abhimanyate | 

tatra mukhyam tu tanmánarm yat pumsaivanudarsanam || 842 | 
tac ca Suddham nirvikàram sadasadrüpatojjhitam | 

ittham ke ‘py abhimanyante sarikhyakafcukasarisrayàt || 843 I 


They know that to be so primarily by observing (unconscious states) such as 
deep sleep, madness, and coma. Wherever this perceiver is in a state of deep sleep, this 
is so because his subjectivity is not experienced in perception (mana) and (its) object. 
This is because they are not mutually modified when in deep sleep of this sort. (840- 
841) 


He considers that I only know that ‘this is Prakrti.’ There (in that case), that 
perception (mana) is a consequence of the perception of the individual soul alone. And 


TANTRALOKA 181 


(They are called) ‘coverings’ because they cover (the soul). The word 
‘they’ (in the phrase) ‘as long as they persist’ refers to the coverings. That is 
said (in the following passage): 


‘Maya, the Force (of limited agency), Impure Knowledge, Attachment, 
Time and Necessity — these are the six Coverings (kaficuka) of the limited 
(individual) soul, because they cover it.’ 


Surely (one may ask), (it is said) everywhere (in the Saiva scriptures 
that) the (gross) body and the City of Eight (which is the subtle body) etc. is 
objective (vedyarüpa). (Whereas,) what is called ‘the fettered soul’ (pasu), ‘the 
worldly experiencing subject’ (bhoktr) and ‘the individual soul’ (anu) is he who 
possesses this inner limb, that is, the covering which is the group of six 
Coverings. As is said (in the Paramarthasara): 


‘The group of six Coverings, which includes Maya, is said to be this 
inner limb of the individual soul. 


that is pure, without modifications and devoid of an existent or non-existent 
(phenomenal) nature. Some consider this to be so in this way by basing themselves on 
the number of Kaiücukas.' (842-843) 


Maya is not always counted amongst the six Obscuring Coverings, as happens, 
for example, below in TÀv ad 29/271, where Jayaratha reckons them to be only five — 
kaleti kaücukapaficakopalaksanam. Other Saiva scriptures may enumerate just three, as 
happens, for example, in MPà Vidya 11/33cd: ragavidyakalakhyena kaficukatritayena 
vai. See also Sivatanusastra, cited below in 9/211cd. For more details see Goodall ad 
Parakhya 4/43-44. 

%7 PS 17cd. PS 16cd-17 is quoted above ad 1/39-40. The preceding line (PS 17ab) is 
quoted below ad 11/14cd-18. It reads: 
adhunaiva kircid evedam eva sarvatmanaiva jànàmi | 


"I know just now, (that I do) just this little, (affected) in all respects (by 
attachment)’. 


Yogaraja comments on this verse: 


ittham svatantro.api bodhah svamayaya yathà anutvam praptah, tathaiva 
tadiye jiünakriyásakti (p. 47) sarikucite asya pasurüpasya vidya — kale — iti ucyete | 
yathā raja apahrtasarvasvasya anukampayà jivanartham kirncid. dhana stoka 
diyate, tathaiva anutvam dpannasya bodhasya apahrtasarvajniatvadeh — kirncit- 
kartrtaparamartham jiatvam upodbalyate, — iti jiatvasyaiva pradhanyat kaladinam (> 
kaladinam) jānātinā (> jianddinam) anvayo darsitah | idam kaiicukasatkam 
uktarüpayà māyayā yuktam anoh | àánavamalàpahastitasarvajfiatvàdeh —purnsah 
svariipacchadakam, svarnasya kalikeva antarangarn nijam kathitam | 


"Although consciousness is free (and independent) in this way, once it has 
assumed the atomic state (of an individual soul) (anutva) by (the power of) its own 
Maya, its powers of knowledge and action are contracted in the same way. They are 
(then) called the limited capacity to know (Vidya) and act (Kala) (of consciousness, 
when it is) in the form of a fettered soul. Just as one gives some small amounts of 
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money out of compassion to a king who has been deprived of (his) wealth (so that he 
may) live, in the same way, in the atomic state of (this) afflicted consciousness, which 
has been deprived of its omniscience and the like, (its) limited agency and capacity to 
know is strengthened. Thus, as the capacity to know is the main one, the succession (and 
connection between the kañcukas) has been presented as beginning with Kala. ‘This is 
the group of six Obscuring Coverings (kaficuka)’, which includes Maya, the nature of 
which has been described. It covers (and obscures) the essential nature of the individual 


soul whose omniscience etc. has been removed by Anavamala, (This obscuring 
covering,) which is like a stain on gold, is within (the soul), that is, is its own (most 
fundamental Impurity). 


evamapi krtari, Maroni, ka eva - iti 
jħānakriyāsvarūpeņa bhavan api “tatha kalayan avacchinatti ca — ity eso kālah | 
tathā kimcideva iti avacchinnameva karoti, (p. 48) sarvam  kartum ‘na alam; 
ghatamatrakarandya prabhavati, na patadau; — ityetad asya anoh kalatattvam | 
idameva iti niyatat karanat niyatar kāryarh yat arthayate, yathà vahnereva dhümah, 
asvamedháüdikarmanà eva svargadiphalam, na sarvasmüt; — ityevam niyamena 
svasarikalpakrtakarmaprabandhasamuttha-punyapunyaih dima niyamyate yena, tat 
asya niyatitattvam | 


What is its nature? He says ‘now’ etc. ‘I know just now’. That individual soul 
(experiences that) as the present time. (He may also experience that) ‘I came to know 
this before (in the past)’ (or) ‘I know’, ‘I will know’ (and so on). Similarly, ‘it has been 
done’, ‘I am doing’, or ‘I will do’, (the two being) knowledge and action. (In this way,) 
as you go on operating (your powers) (kalayan), you determine (the nature of things) 
(avachinnatti). Thus, this is his (sense of) time. In this way, *he does something’, that is, 
(whatever) he does is limited. He is not capable of doing everything. He can only 
manage to make a jar (for example), not a cloth. This is the principle of limited agency 
(kaldtattva) the individual soul (anu) poss ‘Just this’ — a caus fixed (and 
specific), and so the effect it brings about is fixed (and specific). Jus only fire 
(produces) smoke, and heaven is the fruit of performing an A$vamedha sacrifice or the 
like. (This effect is not produced) from (each and) every thing. In this way, that which 
restrains the Self by regulating it with the merit and demerit that arises as a consequence 
of action that has been done (impelled by a particular) intention — that is its principle of 
Necessity (niyati). 


tathā sarvatmana iti yà iyam apürnammanyatà, sarvam mama idam upayujyate; 
bhityasam, mà kadacit na bhüvam; — ity etat pasoh ragatattvam | buddhidharmo yo 
rügah, sa ekatra kutrüpi küntülaksane ‘rthe anyat apohya, atra me rügah iti 
abhisvarigamátrari, na sarvakanksamayasya rágatattvasya samanah | tathà janami iti 
kimcideva purovarti ghatadikam, na punar düravyavahitara vastu; — iti vidyatattvam | 
Suddhavidyüpeksaya karikayam avidya iti kathitam, na punar vedanabhavat | 
máyasahitar bhedaprathayuktam (p. 49) etat kaitcukasatkam pasoh — iti M 17 VM 


In the same way, ‘in all respects’. This is the notion that (the fettered soul has 
that) it (lacks somethings and so) is incomplete. “All this is useful for me." “May I not 
be (like this) ever again." This is (the manifest result of) the fettered soul’s principle of 
Attachment. The attachment which is a quality of the intellect is (focused) somewhere in 
one place, that is, on some object like the beloved, (whilst it) rejects (everything) else. 
“This here is my attachment” is just a (particular) attachment. It is not the same as the 
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How is that here said to be the six Coverings of consciousness? With 
this doubt in mind, he says: 


gier aay fees dem | 
WAM Sedem: 11 ou |i 


dehapuryastakadyesu vedyesu kila vedanam | 
etatsatkasasankocam yad avedyam asav anuh ll 205 Il 


That individual soul (anu) is not an object of knowledge. It is the 
awareness (vedana) that is this group of six, along with the contraction 
(they bring about) present in the (physical) body, the City of Eight 
(puryastaka) (which is the subtle body)"* and the like, that are objects of 
knowledge. (205) 


The individual soul is said in the scriptures to be the ‘awareness’ which 
is the agent of the act of perception (vidikriyakartr) that has become limited, 
contracted by this group of six (coverings) beginning with Maya. Present in the 
midst of the body and rest which are objective, because it is one with the 
perceiver, it is not an object of perception. This is the meaning. This itself is 
said to be the twenty-fifth principle, which is the individual soul that is 
(variously) termed ‘pumdn’, ‘anu’ and ‘pudgala’ in the Mālinīvijaya. Supreme 
consciousness itself, due to the influence of Maya, has become in the aforestated 
way the individual soul. Thus, the birth of the principle of the individual soul 
has been taught in various places in the scriptures, such as the venerable 
Svacchandatantra. Thus, one should understand (avaseya) here also (in the 
same way). That is said in the venerable Mrgendratantra as well, beginning 
with the general (statement) that 

"The product (janya) of the Knot (of Maya) consists of the Force (of 
limited agency), Time, (Impure) Knowledge, Attachment, the individual soul 
(nr) and Mother (Prakrti)’*” . . . (and ending with) ‘(then) from that (principle 


principle of Attachment, which is the (universal) craving for anything (one may desire 
in general). 

In the same way, “I know” just something that is in front (of me), such as a jar, 
not something that is located at a distance. This is (the result and characteristic feature 
of) the principle of limited knowledge (vidyátattva). (This is why) it is called 

‘ignorance’ in the verse, in relation to Pure Knowledge, not because there is no 
sensation (vedana) (or knowledge at all). (This is the group of six Obscuring Coverings) 
‘which includes Maya’, that is, is linked to the ongoing perception of duality 
(bhedaprathà). This is the fettered soul’s group of six Obscuring Coverings (kaficuka)." 
?* Concerning the subtle body, see above, note to 8/163-164. 
?? MIT vidyāpāda 10/lab. Read with the printed edition, vidyagranthijanyari 
kalakalavidyaraganrmatarah for vidyagranthijanyakalakalavidyaraganymatarah. 

Jayaratha is referring us to the entire passage in Mrgendra vidyapada 10, from 
verse 1 to 18, which is indeed very relevant and worth quoting in full, along with the 
commentary by Narayanakantha. These verses are as follows. 


granthijanyam kalakalavidyaraganrmatarah | 
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gunadhir garvacittàksamatrabhütàny anukramát M 1 Wl 


māyätattavāt prathamatah kalabhidheyayoh kalaniyatyoh, kalasya, nrsabdenoktsya 
pumsas ca pumspratyayahetos tattvavisese kalatattvat tu vidyarag 
vyaktdnam, matrsabdena ca prakrtir avyaktakhya tatsakasad gunah, tebhyo buddh 
drah, tasmat taijasad buddhindriyani mana ca, vaikarikat karmendriy 
it matrasabdenoddistani tanmátráni, tebhyo bhütànity asmad anukramad 
etadgranthitattvato ‘bhivyangyam M 1 Il 


"The product (janya) of the Knot (of Maya) consists of the Force (of limited 
agency) Time, (Impure) Knowledge, Attachment, the individual soul (nr) and the 
Mother (Prakrti). (Then from that proceed) the qualities, the intellect, ego, mind, senses, 
subtle elements (mātrā) and gross elements (each one from the other), in due order. (1) 


Commentary: First of all, from the principle of Maya comes the 
of the particular (aspect of that) principle which is the cause of the individual soul's 
(capacity to) perceive, namely, (the manifestation) of the Force (of limited agency) 
(Kala) and Necessity (Niyati), that (are here) called (together) Kala. (Then comes that) 
of Time, and (then that) of the individual soul, (here) called ‘ny’. Again, from the 
principle Kala comes (the manifestation of) Vidya, Raga and Avyakta. Prakrti is called 
Avyaktà, (here denoted) by the word *mother'. From that (proceed) the qualities, from 
them the intellect, from that the ego, and from its energetic (taijasa) (aspect), the organs 
of perception and the mind (manas); from its altered form (vaikarika), the organs of 
action, and from the (form of the ego) called ‘gross element’, the subtle elements. (here) 
given the name ‘mdtra’ and from them. the gross elements. Thus. that which is to be 
made manifest (proceeds) in this sequence from this principle of the Knot (of Maya). 


vidhatte dehasiddhyartham yat saksad yat padantarat | 
yatha yunakti yad dhetos tadrk tad adhunocyate I 2 \\ 


asuddhüdhvanyadhikrto 'nanteśanātha ātmanāħ dehüdiklptyai | granthitattvàt yat 
saksad avyavadhànena kaladikaryam 'a padàntaràt sthünàntaràt kalàder 
vidyaragadi vyanakti, tad yasmat karanad abhivyaktam padartham yena và prakarena 
yunakti dehüdisiddhau yojayati, tat tadrg idanim kathyate \\ 2 \\ 


Now will be explained how (Anantanatha) ordains (their manifestation) in 
order to accomplish (the formation of) the body, and how he conjoins (what arises from 
Maya with) the (material) cause. (2) 


AnanteSanatha is appointed (to preside over) the Impure Path. He makes 
manifest Force (of limited agency) (Kala) and the rest of (his) product (kürya) 
(continuously) without interruption from the presence of the principle of the Knot (of 
Maya) in order to fashion the body etc. He manifests from another plane, that is, from 
another place, Kala and the rest, Vidya and Attachment etc. The reality (padartha) that 
is made manifest from a cause or the manner in which he conjoins it, that is, (the 
manner in which) he adds to the accomplishment of (the formation of) the body etc., — 
(all this) will now be explained as it (truly) is. 


kartrsaktir anor nityà vibhvi cesvarasaktivat | 
tamaschannatayàrthegu nabhati niranugrahà || 3 ll 

tad anugrühakarn tatvam kalakhyam taijasam harah | 
mayan viksobhya kurute pravrttyangar parari hi tat V 4 || 
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anor Gtmanah Sivasaktivad yady api nitya vyapika ca kartréaktir  muktau 
tathavidhatvasamSravanat, | tathapy — anüdimalàvrtatvàt — karaniyesvarthesu na 
niranugraha sā ābhāti | tasyà anugrahakam samarthakam kalakhyam tattvam harati 
bhogamuktyartham adhovartino ‘niin iti, haro ‘nanteSah_ mayan — viksobhya. 
prasavonmukhiri krtvà kurute abhivyanaktity arthah | yasmat kalakhyam tattvam parari 
pravrttyangam átmanah kartrsvariipasamarthanam, tenaiva vyaprtatvat | na hy asau 
tendnuttejitakartrbhavah pravartiturn Saktah syat | taijasatvarn casya sahajamala- 
tiraskaranenanor ekadesena prakasanahetutvàt || 4 ll etad evaha 


The individual soul's power to act as an agent (kartrsakti) is eternal and 
pervasive as is the Lord’ power. (However,) as it is covered with the darkness (of 
beginningless Impurity), it does not manifest within the things (that need to be done) 
without assistance. The reality that assists it, is the radiant energy (taijasa) called Kala 
(the Force of limited agency). Once Hara (the Saviour) has aroused Maya, he fashions 
that supreme limb (of the soul) that enables it to act. (3-4) 


Although the individual soul (anu), that is, the Self (atman), possesses the 
power of agency which is eternal and pervasive when liberated, because it is heard 
(from the scriptures) that it is so. Even then, because it is enveloped by beginningless 
Impurity, it does not manifest without assistance in those things that need to be done. 
That which assists that (power of agency) is the principle called Kalà (the Force of 
limited agency) that gives (the soul) the capacity (to do so) and saves (harati) the souls 
that are below in order that (they may have) worldly experience and (attain) liberation. 
Hara is Anantesa. Once he has aroused May, that is, made it prone (unmukha) to give 
birth (to its products), he makes it manifest. This is the meaning. This is so as the 
principle called Kala is ‘the supreme limb (of the soul) that enables it to act’, that is, 
empowers (its) nature as an agent, because it is pervaded by that. He is not capable of 
acting if his agency is not energized by that. It is ‘radiant energy’ because, by obscuring 
the innate Impurity of the soul, it is the cause of its partial (ekadesena) lumin .He 
says that: 


tena pradipakalpena 'tadà chinnaciter anoh | 
prakásayaty ekadesam vidarya timiram ghanam V 5 || 


sa esa prág  ukto  mahesvaras  tada — tasmin — mayüprasavübhimukhyakále 
‘timalinacicchakter Gtmanas tena taijasena kalakhyena tattvena kiracitprakasakàritvad 
dipaprayena nibidam tamo nirbhidyaikadesam prakatayati malàvacchinnàm kartrtarn 
samupodbalayatiti yavat | kala-Sabdenoddesasütre niyatir api laghavad upaksiptà V 5 |l 
tayos ca kalaniyatyor anv-arthakalasabdabhidheyatam vaktum aha 


That (radiant energy), like a lamp, then partially (ekadesam) illumines the 
individual soul, of which the consciousness has been obscured, having rent asunder (its) 
dense darkness. (5) 


This same Mahesvara, mentioned before, then at the time when Maya is prone 
to give birth, partially penetrates through the dense darkness of the Self, whose power of 
consciousness is extremely sullied. (He does this) with the radiant energy that is the 
principle called Kala (Force (of limited agency)), which is like a lamp, because it only 
illumines to some small degree. Having done so, he makes the agency conditioned by 
Impurity manifest and strengthens it. In the sūtra in which the topic is announced, 
Necessity is also included with the word ‘kala’ — Force (of limited agency), (but not 
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mentioned directly,) in order to be concise (laghavat). Now in order to explain how the 
two, Force and Necessity, are denoted by the word 'Kalà', in accord with their 
etymology, he says: 


kala ity esa yo dhatuh samkhyane prerane ca sah | 
protsdranam preranam sã kurvati tamasah kalà I 6 \\ 


kala ity esa samkhyanarthavyttir eko dhütuh | kala ksepa iti protsáranàrthavrttir anyo 
dhütuh | tatraikadese tamaso malasya ksepanam protsáranam kurvāņāyāh kalayah 
ksepartha-vrttiprakrtibhütah prathamah, dvitiyas tu samkhyanarthavrttih kalanadi yat 
tayā niyamanát kalàsabdaparaparyàyà niyateh I 6 ll 


The root kal (conveys the sense of) ‘enumeration’ (ie. progressive 
differentiation), and *impelling'. Kala removes the darkness (of the Impurity of the 
individual soul) and impels (it to act). (6) 


‘Kal’ in the modality in which it means ‘enumeration’ is one root. ‘Kal’ in the 
sense of ‘to cast forth’, in the modality in which it means ‘removal’, is another 
(different) root. Applying it in one place to the darkness of Impurity, it casts it forth, i.e. 
removes it. Engaged in that, it is in the modality that means ‘casting forth’ as its nature, 
it is the first (root). The second in the modality that means ‘enumeration’. It 
progressively differentiates etc. (kalana) by (its) regulating restraint (niyamana), 
Necessity (niyati), which is the other meaning of the word ‘kala’. 


idānīm ütmanah kalàyàs ca kartrkarakatàm abhidhatum aha 


ity etad ubhayam vipra sambhiiyananyavatsthitam | 
bhogakriyavidhau jantor nijaguh kartrkárakam \\ 7 W 


jantor andsaditabhogasyanor yo bhogakriyavidhis tasminn utpádye, iti anena 
praguktena prakàrena, etat àtmakalakhyam kartrkarakam nijagur upadidisur guravah | 
tair hi bhoktrtayà kartrtvendsyoktah, tasya kartrskater upodbalakatvàt karakarn hetuh 
kartri kala 


‘prayoktryadi mahiprantam. 1'(11/30ed) 
ityadina tasyà eva prayoktrsabdena vaksyamanatvat | katham caitad dvayam sthitam ity 
üha — 'sambhüyananyavat'  ekibhüyalaksitavyatirekam iti yavat | uktaħ ca 


brhaspatipádaih 'jantor vibhàty atislesàt sā dvitiyeva cetand \' iti | viprety amantranena 
vaktà Srotaram munim avahitarn karoti W? I 


Now, in order to explain that the soul and Force (of limited agency) (Kala) are 
(related to one another as is) the agent to (its attendant) implement (karaka), he says: 


O Brahmin, both abide (and operate) together as if they were not different from 
one another. (The teachers) have taught that they are the agency and (its attendant) 
implement of the person (who operates) in the prescribed manner with respect to the 
activity which is the experience (that is the consequence of its Karma). (7) 


The prescribed manner with regard to the activity of experiencing (the 
consequence of its Karma) (is such) as to make it arise within the person who has not 
attained the experience (which is the consequence of its karma). Thus, the teachers have 
taught that, in the aforestated manner, this (pair) called the individual soul and Kala are 
the agent and (its attendant) implement (karaka). Due to them, (the individual soul) is 
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said to be an agent, as the subject (bhoktr) (who experiences the consequences of 
Karma). As it strengthens its power as the agent, the implement (kdraka) is the cause, 
and Kala is the agent. (It is said further ahead that) ‘(the means by which the individual 
soul (achieves its) purpose is the series of tattvas) beginning with (the agent), that 
applies (the instruments of action), up to earth.” (MrT vidyapada 11/30cd) This is 
because in such (statements) (kal) will be called ‘(the agent) that applies (the 
instruments of action)’ (prayoktr). How do these two abide (together)? He explains that 
‘both abide (and operate) together as if they were not different from one another’. 
(Acting) as one, no difference is perceived (between them). The venerable Brhaspati has 
said: ‘as it is very closely connected, that (kala) shines as if it were a person's second 
consciousness.’ By the invocation, ‘O Brahmin’, the speaker induces the sage who is 
listening to pay attention. 


vidyátattvasya vyaparam vaktum aha 


evar vyaktakriyasaktir didrksur gocaram drsah | 

bhajaty anugrahdpeksam svayari drastum asaknuvan M 8 Il 
tadartham ksobhayitvesah kalam eva janiksamam | 
tattvam vidyakhyam asrjat karanam paramatmanah M 9 I| 


uktena — prakárena — vyaktà — kriyasaktir yasya sa — tathàvidho.anur — gocaram 
prativimbitavisayam buddhyakhyarn drastum icchur drśo jRànasyanugrahüpeksárn 
bhajate jħānaśakty-anugrahapekşata iti tatparyam | svayam drastum agaknuvann iti 
visesanabhavena hetüpanyasah svayam boddhum asamarthatvad ity arthah | tadartham 
ananteSah kala tattvavirbhavanasaham praksobhya janyajananübhimukhim krtva 
ütmanah param prakrstam karanam vidyākhyarn srstavan | paratvam cāsya saksat 
sddhyasyaivopakarakatvat taduttejitajianaskater antahkaranabahiskaranair yoga iti 
tesam aparatvam || 9 ll yad ukta 


In order to explain the function of the principle of Knowledge, he says: 


(Once) the power of action is manifest in this way, the field of perception (i.e. 
the intellect) of one who wishes to perceive requires assistance (from the power of 
knowledge). By itself (alone), it is incapable of perceiving. For that purpose, the Lord 
(Ananta), having aroused (ksobhayitva) the energy (kala) that is capable of perceiving, 
has emanated the supreme instrument of the soul, that is, the principle called Vidya. (8- 
9) 


Once the power of action of the individual soul, which is such, has been made 
manifest in the manner that has been taught, desiring to see the ‘field’, which is the 
reflected object called the intellect, the perception requires the assistance of knowledge. 
The sense is that there is a need for the assistance of the power of knowledge. The 
reason (hetu) (for this) is presented in the form of an adjective (of the soul), (with the 
words,) “By itself (alone) it is incapable of perceiving’. The meaning is that that is so 
because it is incapable of knowing (anything) by itself. ‘For that purpose’ Anantesa 
aroused the energy, along with giving rise (to the corresponding) principle, and made it 
prone to generate its product, after which he emanated the *supreme', most excellent 
instrument (of the individual soul), called Vidya. It is supreme because it is a direct aid 
to the attainment of what is to be achieved. The union of the power of knowledge, that 
has been energized by that, with the inner and outer senses, is their lower (apara) 
(aspect). As is said: 
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tena prakasarüpena jRanasaktiprarocinà | 
sarvakarakanispadyam avaiti visayam param \\ 10 || 


tena — vidyükhyena — tattvena — prakasakatvat — jüünasaktyabhivyanjakena — sarvair 
buddhindriyaih — karmendriyair — yathasvar — nivartyam — param — kartrvisayàt 
küryütmakavisayàt anyat jReyakhyam, yadva param iti avyavahitam | visayarn 
pratibimbitabahyavisayatvena sarhnikrştah buddhitattvam avaiti janati | vidyakhyena 
karanena kila pratibimbitasrakcandanàdibühyavisayà bhogyariipa buddhir grhyate | 
yadáha khetakanandanah 


"buddhir visayakara sukhadirüpà samasato bhogyà \' 

(+ bhogye bhogo bhoktus cidvyaktir bhogyanirbhasd I) (ta sarn 13 ) 

iti | tathà 

ravivat prakasarüpo yadi nàma mahams tathàpi karmatvat | 
karanàntarasápeksah sakto grahayitum ātmānam | ( ta sarn 14 ) iti ll 10 II 


(The intellect, by virtue of that (Vidyatattva), because its nature is light, 
stimulated by the power of knowledge, knows the other field (of operation), which is a 
product of all the attendant causes (kdraka) (namely, the senses of knowledge and 
action). (10) 


(The result) can be achieved by all the senses of knowledge and action, 
according to their own nature, by means of that principle called Vidyà, because it 
illumines by making manifest the power of knowledge. It is ‘other’ than the field of 
operation of the agent, which is the field of the product of action and is called the object 
of knowledge. Or else ‘the other’ (param) (can be understood to) mean ‘unconcealed’ 
(i.e. clearly perceptible). The principle of the intellect knows the object as the external 
object reflected (within it), that is close by (as there is nothing between it and the 
intellect). The intellect perceives the outer object of experience, such as a garland or 
incense, reflected (within it), (with the aid of) an instrumental means (karana), called 
Vidya. As Khetakanandana has said: 


"The intellect (assumes) the form of (its) object, which is (the experience of) 
pleasure and the like, that is, in brief, the object of experience (bhogya). The experience 
of the object of experience is the manifestation of the consciousness of the subject 
which is (coloured by) the manifestation of the object of experience.’ (TSam 13) 


Again: 

‘If the nature (of the intellect) is light like the sun and even if it is (very) great, 
it is an object and so is dependent on another means (karana) to be able to perceive 
itself." (TSam 14) 


rügatattvübhivyaktim Gha 


tadabhivyaktacicchaktidrstartho ‘py apipasitah | 
naiti tarn janakarh ragam tasmad evasrjat prabhuh \\ 11 Il 


tena vidyükhyena  tattvenübhivyaktajüanasaktitvát drstartho ‘py anur apipasito 
‘samjatabhildsah san naiti na bhogyaharanaya gacchati | atas tasyabhilasasya janakam 
ragam tata eva kalatattvar prabhavanasilo *nantesanathah sasarja \\ 11 Wl 
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Now he talks about the manifestation of the principle of Attachment. 


(Now) even though an object has been perceived by means of the (clearly) 
manifest power of consciousness, (but the soul) does not thirst (to have it), he does not 
approach it. Thus, the Lord emanated Attachment, which gives rise to that. (11) 


Although the soul has perceived the object, because (its) power of knowledge 
has been made manifest by means of that principle called Knowledge, he does not thirst 
(to have it); that is, a desire (for it) has not arisen. This being so, he does not approach it; 
that is, he does not go to eat the object of enjoyment. Thus, Anantanatha, who have the 
power (to do so), emanated from the principle of the Force (of limited agency) the 
attachment that generates his desire. 


sa tena rafijito bhogyam malimasam api sprhan | 
Gdatte na ca bhuñjāno viragam adhigacchati W 12 || 


tena rügena raiijito janitabhisvangah so ‘nur malinatamam api máyiyabhogyam 
abhilasann upáharati, na caivam upabhunjano virajyate | curádinà manim jantatva 
sprhann ity adustam M 12 ll 


Coloured by that (Attachment), desiring the object of enjoyment, sullied 
though it may be (api), (the soul) lays hold (of it for himself), and moreover, (even if he 
has) enjoyed it, does not become free of desire (for it). (12) 


Coloured by that attachment, that is, one in whom attachment has been 
generated by desire, ‘desiring the object of enjoyment, sullied though it may be’, that is, 
desiring the object of enjoyment that is in the domain of Maya (mayiyabhogya), he eats 
it up; (but although) he enjoys it in this way, he is not disaffected. A thief (continues) to 
desire a gem because he knows (its value). So (this teaching) is not defective. 


kalatattvaniriipanayaha 


iti pravrttah karanaih karyarüdhaih sabhauvanaih | 
bhogabhümisu nā bhunkte bhogàn kalanuvartinah W 13 I 


iti evamuktanitya kalottejitakartrtvah san pravrtto bhogodyuktah nā purusah 
kálenánuvartinas tasu tasu bhogabhümisu sukhaduhkhadiriipan bhogan bhunkte | kair 
bhunkte | ityàha  bhauvanadehasahitai karanair | buddhindriyaih | karmendriyais 
trividhenantahkaranena | malinatvat kriyajnanasaktyoh karmendri uddhindriy 
apeksà | kidrSaih karanair ity aha karyarüdhair avibhutvato niraérayànàm mo 
cestádyayogát — bhiitatanmatratmaka-karyasrayasthaih — sadbhih — | — uktarh_ ca 
khetakanandanena 


etat kàryam dasadha karanair avisya karyate cestam | 
avibhutvat karanàni tu karyam adhisthaya cestante V iti | 13 Wl 


In order to describe the principle of time, he says: 


Thus, (in this way, his agency, energized by the force of limited agency.) the 
soul is engaged (in experience) (pravrtta), in accord with (the passage and moment of) 
time. He experiences (on each of his) planes of experience, the experiences (of pleasure 
and pain and the like,) with (his inner and outer) senses, and (the body), consonant with 
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the world (in which he resides), mounted on (the gross and subtle elements etc. that are 
the) products (kārya) (of Maya). (13) 


In this way, according to the stated teaching, (the soul's) agency, energized by 
the Force (of limited agency), ‘is engaged (in experience) (pravrttay , that is, intent on 
worldly experience, (Thus,) the individual soul, *in accord with (the passage and 
moment of) time’, experiences the experiences of pleasure and pain etc. on each one of 
the planes of experience (of the consequences of Karma). With what does he experience 
them? He says, with (the outer) senses, along with the body, consonant with the world 
(in which he resides), the cognitive organs of sense, the organs of action, and with the 
three kinds of internal organs. He says that they are *mounted on (the gross and subtle 
elements etc. that are the) products (karya) (of Maya)’, because as they are not 
pervasive, they are without support, and so, as they are not (by themselves) engaged in 
action etc., they exist, taking the support of the products (of Maya further down the 
chain), that is, the gross and subtle elements. And it is said by Khetakanandana (i.e. 
Sadyojyotis): 


“Having entered that tenfold product (karya) (of Maya, i.e. the five gross and 
subtle elements) with the senses, (the soul) induces action. As they are not pervasive, 
the senses act, having taken (that) product (of Maya) as a support.’ (TSarh 4) 


atha ko 'asau kalo nama, kuta utpannah, kirn và karotiti | atrocyate 


trutyadipratyayasyarthah kalo mayasamudbhavah | 
kalayann Gsamutthanan niyatyà niyatam pasum I 14 || 


trutilavanimesamuhürtüdeh pratyayasya jüanasyürtho nimittam yah, sa kālah | ‘sa 
mürtam Gste, praharam bhramyati idipratitir ajasraparivartino yasmad bhavati, sa 
máyáta utpannah pasutvena malena yuktam Gtmanam kalayan kāla ity ucyate | yad 
āhuh 


jalayantrabhramāvegasadrśībhih pravrttibhih | 
sa kālah kalayams tavat kalakhyam labhate tatah \\ 


kīdrśańn pasum kalayann ity āha à samutthānān niyatyà niyatam, niyateh samutthanam 
svaküranüd abhivyaktih, tata ārabhya yàvat samhüram asau pasum karmajanite 
sukhaduhkhopabhoge niyacchati | na cayam kalasya vyāpāras tasya kalanamatra eva 
caritarthatvat \\ 14 ll atra parasanka 


Now what is this "Time', where has it arisen from, and what does it do? It is 
said here (in response to these questions): 


Time is the cause (artha) for the perception of a truti (also called turi) and 
other (measures of time,) and it arises from Maya measuring out (in time) the fettered 
soul who is conditioned (niyata) by the Necessity (of causal consequence) (niyati) right 
from when it arises. (14) 


Time is the instrumental cause of the perception, that is, knowledge, of a truti 
(4 seconds), lava (half a second), nimesa (twinkling of the eye) and muhürta (48 
minutes) etc. Time is said to be that which measures out the Self, that is conjoined to 
Impurity as its fettered condition. It arises from Maya, and it is due to that that (the 
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individual Self) who is constantly active has such perceptions as ‘he stands for a 
muhürta and wanders about for a prahara’. As is said: 


"Time, measuring out (kalayan) (the fettered soul) by the activities (of things) 
that (go on repeatedly,) like the flurry of the rotation of a waterwheel, thus (tdvar) gets 
the name ‘time’ (kala)." 


How is the fettered soul that (Time) is measuring out (kalayan)? He says that 
‘he is conditioned (niyata) by the Necessity (of causal consequence) (niyati) right from 
when it arises’, The ‘arising of Necessity’ is (its) manifestation from its cause. 
Beginning from that up to the destruction (of the universe), it induces the fettered soul to 
experience the pleasure and pain born of Karma. This is not the function (vyápára) of 
Time, because its task is completed by just (simply) measuring out (time). 

Here others have (the following) doubt: 


sasadhanasya bhogasya karmatantratayà jaguh | 
kecin niyamakarh karma yad anyad atiricyate \| 15 Wl 


avafyam tāvad bhogas tatsüdhanàni ca bhoktah karmadhinani tadapeksüm vinā 
bhogavaicitryasyanupapatter ity uktam | tan niyamakatvam ca tasyaiva bhavisyati | 
tatas ca yad anyan niyatyákhyam tattvarn kalpyate, tad atiricyate nisprayojanatvat tad 
adhikibhavati | tatha coktam 


yasmác ca yena ca yathà ca yadà ca yac ca 
yavac ca yatra ca Subha@subham atmakarma | 
tasmác ca tena ca tathà ca tadà ca tac ca 
tavac ca tatra ca vidhatrvasad upaiti W 


athàtra pariharah 


Some have said that Karma is that which regulates (niyamaka) the experience 
(bhoga) (of the individual soul), along with the means to it, because it (all) depends on 
Karma. Whatever else there is, is distinct from that (and is not essential). (15) 


It is thus essential for experience (bhoga) (to be possible), and the means (for 
it), as well as the one who experiences it, to (all) be dependent on Karma. For without 
being dependent on that, the variety of worldly experience (bhoga) would not be 
(logically) possible. That will be the regulator of itself (i.e. karma determines karma). 
Thus *whatever else there be', that is, principle that (may be) conceived, called 
Necessity, is ‘distinct from that’ and is (an unnecessary) extra, because it serves no 
purpose. And that has been said in the following way: 


‘From what’, ‘by what’, ‘in what way’, ‘when’ and ‘what’, ‘to what degree’, 
‘where’, one's own auspicious and inauspicious action, he approaches according (to the 
ordinance) of the (Lord), who ordains it (vidhatr) ‘from that’ ‘by that’, ‘in that way’, 
‘then’, ‘that’ ‘to that degree’, and ‘there’. 


Now the refutation here (of that view): 


bhogo ‘rthah sarvatattvanam so ‘pi karmanibandhanah | 
karmaivastu Sariradi tatah sarvam aparthakam M 16 \\ 
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mà bhün niyatitattvarh, tadanyany api bhogasadhanani tattvani karmanibandhanàny 
eva, tesam cavasyam karmapeksitvat karmaiva kevala bhogasadhanam astu yad vind 
anyüni akincitkarini | tathà ca sati Sarirendriyavisayadeh sarvasyanarthakyam W 16 I 


Worldly experience (bhoga) is the purpose (artha) of all the principles of 
existence, and that too is based on Karma. (Well then.) let the body etc. be Karma, thus 
(it would follow that) nothing is separate (and distinct). (16) 


Let there not be a principle of Necessity or any other principles that (may be 
considered to be) means to worldly experience that are rooted in Karma. As they are 
necessarily dependent upon Karma, let Karma alone be the means to worldly 
experience, without which the others do nothing at all. That being so, the body, senses 
and (their) objects etc are all useless. 


atha dehàdisapeksam tatpumarthaprasadhakam | 


nanu dehddisavyapeksam karma purusárthasádhanasamarthari, na kevalam | na hy 
ekam janakam, kirh tarhi, samgryeva karyajaniketi | atrocyate 


Now, (some may say that) the accomplishment of that individual soul's 
purpose depends upon the body etc. (17ab) 


Surely (someone may object), Karma, which is dependent upon the body etc., 
is not capable of accomplishing the individual soul's goal alone. There is not only one 
creative cause (janaka). Well, what then (is the cause)? It is the whole composite (of 
factors) that generates the required result (karya). Here (with regard to this s said: 


tato niyatisapeksam astu karma niyàmakam || 17 M 

evam tarhi — yathà — dehendriyàdibhih — svasvavyapárapravrttaih saha karma 
purugarthasüdhana-ksamam, — evam — svakaryanispadakaniyatitattvasdpeksam tat 
niyamakam astv iti na kascid dosah V 17 Il 


Thus, let Karma, which is dependent on Necessity, be that which regulates (the 
soul's worldly experience). (17cd) 


In this way then, just as Karma is capable of accomplishing the soul's purpose 
(in association) with the body and senses etc. that are engaged in performing their own 
respective functions, in the same way, may that which regulates (the soul's worldly 
experience) be dependent upon the principle of Necessity, that produces its own 
(corresponding) effect. Thus, there is no defect. 


purüstattvar tata evabhüt purnspratyayanibandhanam | 
apürakarm pradhanader bhauvane rudrasariérayam l 18 I| 


samhàürasamaye yad  anantesanáthena visramitam, tatah  tasmád eva 
māyātattvāt puristattvam | àvirabhüd ity arthah | purispratyayanibandhanam iti 
pumspratiter  hetuh, anena mayagarbhasthebhyo — 'dhikarirudranubhyas — tattad- 
bhuvananivasibhyas ca vailaksamyam uktarh tesam pumspratyaydyogat | tac ca 
pumstattvamn pradhānādes | tattvavratasyapurakam | purugürthatvena karyasahitasya 
pradhdnasyestatvat | evam chatrahetukatvad adhyayanasya 'chātrā adhyapakah' ity 
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of Maya) the principle of the individual soul arose, which is the support 
(nibandhana) of individual soul’s (capacity for) perception. 

And as that is not defined in that way in the Mdliniviyaja, we have not 
stated it here. 


Gdivad ápürakasabdo jüeyah | bhauvane cadhvani tat pumstattvam rudrasamsrayam 
tatha coktarn Srimatsvatantre 


atah purusatattve tu bhuvanāni nibodha me | 
divyambhah salilaughe ca .. 


„ll ( 1011066 ) 


ityadi | purhragasamputitaripam ca etat purusatattvam rudranam asrayatvenestam | 
yathoktam $rimatkirane 


vümadevo ‘tha bhimas capy ugras ca bhavasamjfakah | 
sarvesanaikavirau ca pracandas ceśvarah puman M 
umábhartà hy ajo ‘nanta ekas caiva Sivas tatah | 
ràgatattve sthità hy ete rudras tivrabalotkatah |l 
atraiva puruso jfieyah pradhanagrhapalakah | iti \\ 18 ll 


(Then) from that (principle of Maya), the principle of the individual soul arose, 
which is the support (nibandhana) of the individual soul's (capacity for) perception. It 
completes (the other principles below,) starting with Fundamental Nature (pradhana), 
and is the shelter of the Rudras in the worlds (on the lower part of the Path). (18) 


The principle of the Self that was brought to rest by the Lord Anantega at the 
time of universal destruction ‘(then)’ arose ‘from that’ itself, that is, from the principle 
of Maya. This is the meaning. (It is) ‘the support of the individual soul’s (capacity for) 
perception', that is, it is the cause of the individual soul's perception. This states the 
difference between individual souls who are Rudras with authority (over particular 
worlds) within Maya and those (souls) who reside within each particular world, because 
(the former) are not associated with perceptions (those other) individual souls have. 
Moreover, that principle of the individual soul ‘completes’ the aggregate of principles, 
beginning with Fundamental Nature. This is because Fundamental Nature, along with 
(its) products, is preferred (over the others) as (fulfilling) the purpose of the individual 
soul. In the same way, the cause of study are the students. One should know that the 
word ‘fulfilment’ is like (saying) ‘the students and the teachers’. That principle of the 
individual soul is ‘the shelter of the Rudras’ ‘in the worlds’, that is, on the Path. And 
that is said in the venerable Svatantra (i.e. Svacchandatantra): 


Next know from me the worlds in the principle of the individual soul. They are 
Divyambha, Salila and Ogha . . . (10/1066) 


The principle of the individual soul is encapsulated by the individual soul and 
Attachment, and is considered to be the refuge (asraya) of the Rudras. As is said in the 
venerable Kirana: 


*Vàmadeva, Bhima, Ugra, the one called Bhava, SarveSana, Ekavira, Pracanda, 
the individual soul (called) I$vara, Umabhartr, Aja, Ananta, Eka and Siva — these are the 
Rudras in the principle of Attachment, fierce with their great strength. One should know 
that the individual soul who guards the house of Fundamental Nature is here.” 

“° MrT vidyapada 10/18ab. 
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Surely (one may ask), does the group of six coverings occur in this 
same sequence everywhere (in the scriptures), or not? With this doubt in mind, 
he says: 


Impurity and the Sequence of the Coverings According to the Sivatanu 
am fraqqurat 
fed TROT TA: | 
sme yarm- 
WNÍGYCTURRENS 11 208 II 


uktam Sivatanusastre 

tad idam bhangyantarena punah | 
avaranari sarvatmagam 

asuddhir anyapy ananyarüpeva |l 206 ll 


Again, this is taught in a different way in the Sivatanusastra." 
(There we are told that) an obscuring covering (avarna) pervades the entire 
soul. Although the impurity (asuddhi) differs (from it), it is as if it were not 
different (from it). (206) 


As the impurity of individuality (@navamala) is the cause of the sprout 
of transmigratory existence, it is said to be ‘an obscuring covering’. That is 
said there (in the Sivatanusastra): 


‘Therefore, (impurity) pervades all souls."? It differs (from them), (but) 
manifests as if not different (from them). The cause of the sprout of 
transmigratory existence, it is (the Impurity of) individuality (@nava), which is 
the impurity (asuddhi) of (individual) consciousness (cetas)."*°* 


?" All the verses 9/206cd-212 are drawn from the Sivatanu. Sanderson (Vienna handout 
p. 8) refers to Abhinava's ci! here of the Sivatanu as ‘paraphrased in Arya verses’. 
Jayaratha cites the original verses that are in the same metre. If we compare Jayaratha’s 
citation with Abhinava's, we can observe how Abhinava's paraphrase is inflated by his 
remarks and explanation. There can be no doubt that this is what has happened, because 
in the commentary ad 9/207-208ab, Jayaratha suggests a variant on Abhinava's reading 
that coincides with that of the original verse he goes on to quote, introducing it saying: 
tad uktarh tatra. ‘that is said there". ‘There’ must be the Sivatanusastra. 

4 Abhinava's reworking of the first line of this verse glosses the soul's Impurity as an 
obscuring covering. As such, it affects each soul separately, although all fettered souls 
are subject to it. The expression sarvátmagata- can equally well mean both ‘pervades 
the entire soul’ as well as ‘pervades all souls’. The latter is meant in the Sivatanu itself, 
as the reference to the many souls that follows tells us. However, Abhinava, it seems, 
prefers to focus on just the one individual soul. This makes sense. Otherwise, the 
condition of any one soul would be the same for all the others. 

“8 The same expression is found in the MV 1/24d, but there the cause of the sprout of 
transmigratory existence is said to be ignorance, which is considered to be the true 
nature of ánavamala. The statement in the MV begins by saying that the wise prefer that 
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Surely (one may ask), how can it be that this one (impurity) can be both 
different and not different (from the individual soul at the same time)? With this 
doubt in mind, he says: 


cara a demeda | 
aR aq 

Tata PAF TAHA d 208 d 
Sivadahanakiranajalair 

dahyatvat sa yato ‘nyariipaiva | 
anidampirvataya yad 

ranjayati nijātmanā tato *nanyà I 207 Il 


sahajasuddhimato * nor 
isaguhübhyam hi kancukas trividhah | 


(This obscuring impurity) differs from (the individual soul) because 
it can be burnt away by the network of the rays of Siva's fire. (However, 
from another point of view,) it does not differ from it. This is because it 
stimulates attachment (within the soul and stains it) (rañjayati) by its own 
(essentially impure) nature (nijatmana), on the basis of an initial (lack of 
discernment) that (this Impurity) is an objective reality (distinct from the 
soul) (anidampirvataya).™ (Thus,) the covering (kaiicuka) is of three kinds. 
(One is derived from) the individual soul that possesses (this) innate 
impurity (sahajasuddhimat), along with (the other two), from the Lord (isa), 
and the Cave (of Maya) (207-208ab) 


(Impurity differs from the soul) ‘because it can be burnt away’. (He is 
saying) in this way that it is passes away. The sense is that accretion (@gama) 
and passing away (apdya) pertain to something which is separate (from that, to 
which it is added or removed), (It differs) ‘from’ all (individual) souls. Or else, 
if the acceptable reading were to be (Impurity differs from the soul) ‘because it 


view (see above 1/23). Thus, it appears that there were other views that did not 
specifically identify mala with ignorance. Here is one. Note also this evidence that MV 
existed before Brhaspati, and was respected as scripture by him, as it was by the other 
early Siddhantins, who also quote from it. 

““ This impurity ‘colours’ the soul with the ‘colour’ of passionate attachment and 
desire. It can affect it this way because its action is preceded by and based on a sense 
that the psychophysical organism and its functions are not objective, and so distinct 
from the core of consciousness, which is subjective. Thus ‘impurity’ is not different 
from the individual soul in the sense that it is intimately associated with it in this way. 
On the other hand, it is different because it can be removed. 
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can be flooded with the river of the nectar of consciousness',"* (then) that is 
said there (in the SivatanuSastra): 


‘(Impurity) is removed from these (the souls) below, once they are 
completely flooded with the river of the nectar of consciousness that, pure, 
oozes from Siva's Moon.*” Thus (Impurity) differs from them.” 


Initially it is said in this way that it is proper that the obscuring 
coverings can be burnt away (and so differ from the soul). (Whereas, Impurity is 
subsequently said to exist) ‘on the basis of an initial (lack of discernment) 
that (this Impurity) is an objective reality (distinct from the soul)’, because 
it is associated (with the soul) from beginningless time. Thus, because it is 
innate (sahaja) (to the soul), and the difference (between it and the soul) cannot 
be perceived, like copper and Verdigris, (it is said that) it does not differ from it. 
That is said there (in the Sivatanusastra): 


‘Like the power of consciousness (citi), (Impurity) is conjoined (and 
present) within individual souls and associated (anubandhini) (with them) from 
beginningless time. It goes on staining (them with attachment) by its activity, 
and so appears not to differ (from them). 


Bondage is of three kinds, the Impurity (of the individual soul), along 
with the two called Isasakti and Maya. It is like a covering (that envelops the 
soul), and so is bondage in the form (of the soul's) covering (kañcuka). In this 
way, (as described in the verse cited above, the first kind is derived) from the 
individual soul (anu), who is enveloped by the Impurity of Individuality 
(anavamala). (The second one is) Iga (the Lord), (that is to say) His power to 
bind (nirodhasakti) that sustains (and presides over) Impurity (mala). (The 
third is) the ‘Cave’, that is, Maya, which is the location of the condition (and 
persistent existence) (avasthiti) of Karma. That is said (elsewhere). 


"The covering (kaficuka) of three kinds arises out of the Cave, the 
Supreme Lord and the individual soul whose consciousness (cetas) has been 
pierced through with great innate darkness in this way."^? 


45 Abhinava says sivadahanakiranajalair dahyatvat — ‘(This obscuring impurity) differs 
from (the individual soul) because it can be burnt away by the network of the rays of 
Siva's fire." Jayaratha refrains from saying that Abhinava is departing from the text of 
his source, the Sivatanu; instead, discretely, he suggests that Abhinava had a variant 
reading before him in his manuscript. The text Jayaratha sees and goes on to quote 
suggests that Abhinava would have modified it to read vijrianamrtasarità plavyatvat — 
‘(Impurity differs from the soul) because it can be flooded with the river of the nectar of 
consciousness’. The two readings are both, as they should be, in Arya metre. 

40 As suggested by Sanderson (2006b: 55 n 24), read Sivasasinah for Sivasasinah. 

#07 In other words, in this context, ‘the Lord" binds the soul by his obscuring power of 
Impurity (mala). 

48 The metre of the following verse is anusthubh. It is thus unlikely that it is from the 
Sivatanu, as all the other citations are in Árya metre. 

* Goodall 2004: 242 fn 346 cont: (‘That they are the only three kafcukas in the 
Raurava is confirmed there by 10/98-101. Accordingly they appear also to be the only 
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three in the SivatanuSastra (cited in TA 9/208cd-212ab), for the text may well have 
closely followed the Rauravasiitrasamgraha. Jayaratha ad loc., following the lead given 
by Abhinavagupta in his avatarika in TA 9/206ab, asserts that the Sivatanusastra too 
knows six Kaficukas (including Maya as the sixth), arguing that kāla and niyati are not 
mentioned not because they are not held to exist but because they are purified (in 
initiation) when one purifies the other three, and to this effect he quotes a prose 
statement that he attributes to the Ruruvrtti and which therefore may have belonged to a 
lost section of Sadyojyotis's commentary on the Rauravasütrasamgraha (it would not 
be surprising to find Sadyojyotis reading these missing tattvas into the 
Rauravasütrasangraha, for, as we have seen (fn 302 on p. 229), he reads them into 
Svàyambhuvasütrasangraha 2/9). In fact the Sivatanusastra does appear to refer to three 
other entities as kaficukas (in TA 9/208ab), but these are mala, maya and Siva (by which 
is presumably meant his nirodhasakti)." 


Matanga Vidyapa da 


kaficukatrityaviddhah kdlena kalitas tathà | 
niyatyalingitas ceti paficadharma pasuh smrtah M 


'Pervaded by the three coverings (kañcuka), differentiated by time, and 
embraced (tightly) by Necessity, the fettered soul is said to have five qualities." 


Goodall 2004: 242 fn 346: ‘As Torella points out (1998: 58), kala, vidya, and raga form 
a special inner group amongst the five kaficukas even where the existence of kdla and 
niyati is acknowledged. For example see Matarigavidyapada 11/33cd-34ab, 12/1, 12/25, 
and 14/2. In the Rauravasütrasarigraha they are the only Kaficukas. For example in 
Rauravasütrasamgraha 1/7-9:" 


“He (viz Ananta) caused Kalá to arise that is appropriate (to the soul) and that 
accompanies the soul (through sarisára). Linked with this (kala) the soul attains 
experience born of (i.e. consisting of) happiness and unhappiness. And (he caused to 
arise) a further (instrument) Iparam), vidya, which makes (the soul) aware of the tattvas 
and of karman, which consists of merit and (demerit. It is she) who causes souls to 
discriminate all the things that are good and bad. And (then he caused to arise) raga, 
which impassions, whose nature is pleasure in the objects of the senses. Once He has 
caused Prakrti to arise out of this ‘shaking’, he created out of (the tattva) guna (all) the 
instruments and effects, beginning with (the instrument) buddhi.’ (ibid. p. 237 fn 328) 


Sanderson (Vienna handout p. 8) cites relevant passages cognate to TA 9/211c-212b. 
These are Svayambhuvasütrasarigraha Vidyapada: 


kalodbalitacaitanyo vidyadarsitagocarah | 1/10 
ragena rañjitaś capi buddhyadikaranais tatah | 
máayàadyavaniparyantatattvabhütatmavartmani V 1/11 
bhunkte tatra sthito bhogan bhogaikarasikah puman | 


‘(The soul’s) consciousness is strengthened by the power (of limited agency) 
(kala), the field (of its object) is made known (darsita) by (the power of limited) 
knowledge (vidya), and it is coloured by attachment (raga). Thus, along with the 
instruments (of perception), beginning with the intellect, the individual soul abides there 
on the path of the metaphysical principles (pertaining to) itself, ranging from Maya up 
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The sense is that (the soul) possessing the three bonds in this way is fit 
to be united with the Force (of limited agency). Thus it is said elsewhere that 
‘consciousness bound by the three (fetters) is in union with the force (of limited 
agency)...' Thus he says: 
Ta fadtafufafa 
SE AJA HT WMT I 20d d 
oar fret TN- 
errata vats | 
fae mer enm: 
WORTHY 11 309 di 
qua aaa "T 
fafaate venta d 
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SAET | 
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"redemit 
TEATS: Tala d 


tasya dvitiyacitir iva 
svacchasya niyujyate kala slaksnà \\ 208 || 


to Earth. Delighting solely in worldly experience (bhoga), it experiences the 
consequences (of its past actions) (bhoga).” 


Kirana 


tasyasuddhasya sambandham samayati sivàt kala | 
tayodbalitacaitanyo vidyakhyapitagocarah | 

ragena rañjitaś capi pradhànam ca gunatmana | 
buddhyadikarananikasambandhad badhyate pasuh V 1/16-17 


‘Kala from Siva joins this impure soul. The bound soul's consciousness is 
empowered by this (kala), the sphere (of the operation of the senses) is made known by 
vidya, and it is also stained by passion. And matter (pradhànarn ca), which consists of 
the gunas (viz. sattva, rajas and tamas) (is joined with the soul). And the soul is bound 
through its connection with the organs (of sense and action) beginning with buddhi and 
with the army (of gross and subtle elements). Kiranatantra 1/16-17, Goodall's 
translation. 
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anayà viddhasya pasor- 
upabhogasamarthatà bhavati | 
vidya cásya kalatah 
Saranantardipakaprabhevabhit || 209 ll 
sukhaduhkhasamvidam ya 
vivinakti pasor vibhagena | 
ragas ca kalatattvac 
chucivastrakasayavat samutpannah |l 210 Il 
tyaktum vāñchati na yatah 
samsytisukhasamvidanandam | 
evam avidyamalinah 
samarthitas trigunakaficukabalena || 211 Il 
gahanopabhogagarbhe 
pasur ava$am adhomukhah patati | 


A weak force (kala Slaksna) (which is the limited power to act) is, 
like a second consciousness (citi), conjoined to that pure*"" (soul). 
Penetrated by this," the fettered soul is capable of experiencing (the 
consequences of Karma) (upabhoga). The (limited capacity for) knowledge 
(vidya) (the soul) possesses is (derived) from (this) Force (which is its 
limited capacity to act). Like the light of a lamp set in an alcove (Sarana), it 
discerns the fettered soul's sensations of pleasure and pain (each) 
separately (from one another). 

From (this same) principle, the Force (of limited agency), arises 
(that of) Attachment. (Colouring the impassioned soul) like red dye 
(kagayavat) a clean cloth.*” It is due to this that (the soul) does not wish to 
give up the joy of the experience (sarmvid) of the pleasures of 
transmigratory existence. 

““Thus sullied by ignorance and rendered capable (to know and 
act) by the strength of (this) threefold covering, the fettered soul falls 


#0 Jayaratha supports this reading, saying that the soul is essentially pure. However, at 
this stage of development, the soul is already pervaded by fundamental Impurity — 
Gnavamala, so one would expect Abhinava to say that the soul here is impure. 

“" Read viddhasya for vidvasya. 

?? Cf. Parakhya 4/38, "Infected by the subtle raga (saksmaragopraktah), the coarse 
(passion) is to be known as its effect. This raga of the soul is powerful, like red dye 
(ksáyah) in a garment. It is that by means of which there then arises in the soul (asya) a 
slight tendency to lust (mandg laulyam) after external objects." 

?? The following verse from the epic poem the Haravijaya by Rajanaka Ratnakara, 
composed c. 830AD, is, as we can see from the content and the wording, clearly 
inspired by Abhinava's source, the Sivatanu. 


trividhena kaficukamalena* rüsitàn 
gahanopabhogakuharübhipatinah 
apakrsya pudgalaganan guhabilad 
avadatatarn nayasi duram icchayà ll 


‘Sullied by the three-fold Impurity of the obscuring coverings (kaficuka), the 
hosts of souls fall into the cavity of the worldly experience of the Abyss (of Maya). 
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helplessly down headlong into the womb of the worldly experience 
(upabhoga)'5 of the Abyss (gahana) (of Maya)."^ (208cd-212ab) 


(The power to act of the fettered soul is as if) ‘a second’ 
(consciousness), because, in the stated manner, the one innate consciousness is 
enveloped by the three coverings (kaficuka). (However) it is (essentially) 
‘pure’ by its very nature. (The power to act is) ‘weak’ because it is the first 
(force) that is differentiated (from Maya). The meaning is that it is subtle. As the 
light of that (impure Knowledge) is limited, it is said to be ‘like the light of a 
lamp set in an alcove’. The Self is likened to a ‘clean cloth’. (It is) ‘sullied by 
ignorance’. The meaning is that it is 'sullied', that is, its full (capacity to) know 
and act is obscured by the ignorance which is the impurity (mala) of 
individuality (anavamala), and by the two, namely, the power of the Lord and 
Maya, which it secondarily denotes. It is *capacitated (to know and act) by 
the strength of (this) threefold covering', that is, by a particular power 
(sümarthya), which is strengthened by the limited capacity to know and act etc. 
(it has) due to the strength of the covering. (This,) three-fold, consists of the 
Force (of limited agency) (which restores part of its capacity to act), Knowledge 
(which restores part of its capacity to comprehend), and Attachment. This is the 
meaning. 

In this way, the six coverings are (presented) here from (this other) 
different point of view, along with the three coverings of the impurity of 
individuality and the rest. The point of not referring to the (other two coverings, 
namely) Time and Necessity, is that the purification of the Force (of limited 
agency) and the other (two coverings) amounts to the purification of these (other 
two) principles (also). As is (taught in) the Ruruvrtti: 


Having dragged them from the crevice of the Cave (of Maya), You purify (them) and 
lead far by (Your) will. Haravijaya 6/127 


* Instead of trividhena kaficukamalena, the text of the TA reads trigunakaficukabalena 
(but see following note), Instead of gahanopabhogagarbh,e Abhinava has 
gahanopabhogakuhara-. 

“4 Instead of trigunakaricukabalena, read, as does Jayaratha, trividhakaficukabalena. 

5 [ translate ‘upabhoga’ as ‘worldly experience’. To be more precise, it is the 
experiencing of the consequences of Karman. 

“© Thus, according to Brhaspati also, there are six obscuring coverings, Kala, Vidya, 
Raga and the preceding three. Sanderson (2001: p. 62 n 33) draws attention to passages 
in the Siddhànta where we find the same teachings couched in the same terms i.e. bala- 
/udbalita-, samarthita-. Thus, Svayambhuvasiitrasamgraha 1/10-11 states that: ‘His 
consciousness strengthened (udbalita) by the Force (of limited agency), the field of (his) 
senses displayed by (limited) Knowledge and so too tainted by Attachment, thus the 
individual soul intent (and delighting) solely in worldly experience, by means of the 
cognitive senses and the rest, experiences the worldly experiences (that are the 
consequences of Karma) on the path of the gross elements and reality-levels beginning 
with Maya up to Earth.’ See Sadyojyotis, Svayambhuvavrtti thereon, where udbalita is 
glossed as samartitha. Also, ibid. 1/12, 3/3ab and vrtti; Kirana vidyapada l/l6bcd; 
MPA vidyüpüda 6/104cd and cf. IP 3/2/1lab kalodbalitam etac ca cittattvari 
kartrtàmayam. 
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*one should perceive that that (pair of Time and Necessity) is pure when 
the Force (of limited agency) and the other (remaining two coverings) are pure. 
The absence of reference (to the other coverings) is with this intention, not 
because (they) do not exist. ^? 


(It is said that the soul in this state falls) *down headlong' because of 
(its) intent on the experience (in the realms of) Maya (mdayiyabhoga). 

Surely (one may ask) even with regards to the nature of things, 
Impurity (mala) serves to obscure (the soul), and so it would be proper to say 
that it is an obscuring covering. Why then is it said that the coverings are (just) 
six? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Ua Wes mf: 
Fap: PoR quaq 11 222 di 


etena malah kathitah 
kambukavadanoh kaladikam tusavat V 212 |l 


Thus, the Impurity (mala) of the individual soul is said to be like the 
inner integument (kambuka) (of a seed), and the Force (of limited agency) 
and the rest, like the outer one (tusa).** (212cd) 


‘Thus’ — by calling the six coverings beginning with Maya (in this 
way). (The Impurity of the individual soul) ‘is like the integument (of a seed)’, 
that is, it is internal because it is (the most) internal (covering of the soul). The 
group of six coverings is like the second covering of the individual soul once it 
is enveloped in this way by Impurity (mala), and so it is said to be ‘like the 
outer one’. That is said (in the scriptures, where we read): 


‘In this way, the inner impurity of the individual soul is like the inner 
integument (kambuka) (of a seed), whereas the coverings (kaficuka) would be 
like the outer one (tusa).'^'? 


?" This short prose section must have belonged to a lost part of Sadyojyotis's 
commentary on the Rauravasiitrasamgraha. 

?'5 See above, 9/178-179 and note. 

?? The original Sanskrit reads: 

evar ca pudgalasyantarmalah kambukavat sthitah | 

tusavat kaficuküni syuh .... Nr 


Jayaratha does not expressly say this line is from the ST. It is most probably 
not, It is set in sloka, whereas the verses we know are from the ST are all in Grya metre. 
As Jayaratha generally quotes an original source when he can, and he normally does in 
the case of the Sivatanu, suggests that TA 9/212cd, which reiterates the same view and 
shares some of the wording, may not be from ST, even though it is in arya metre. The 
analogy is a common one, so this line may well be drawn from another source. Cf. 
Svayambhuvasitra quoted in SvTu. 
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He concludes this (subject saying): 
Ud Fora Aaria | 
fast aged fad ane 1 223 1 


evar kalakhyatattvasya kimcitkartrtvalaksane | 
visesabhàge kartrtvam carcitam bhoktrpürvakam || 213 Il 


In this way it has been explained (how) the agency of the principle 
called the Force (of limited agency) (operates) in association with the 
enjoying subject (bhoktrpürvaka) in the particular (rather than universal) 
aspect (of subjective consciousness), the characteristic of which is limited 
agency. (213) 


In this way, the characteristic of the Force (of limited agency) is agency 
that is specified as being limited. It is present there ‘in the particular (rather 
than universal) aspect (of subjective consciousness)’ as the qualified aspect 
(visesyarisa), which ‘has been explained’ to be (its) agency, which is the 
enjoying subject. The meaning is that it has been taught (in this way), having 
explained it as bestowing (on the soul its condition as) an enjoying subject, by 
the progressive arising of (the principles of impure) Knowledge and the rest, in 
the aforestated manner. 


Surely (one may ask), (its) limited state is located in the particular 
aspect (of universal consciousness). With this doubt in mind, he says: 


The Sequence of Emanation of the Coverings 


fasta asa frfzgpmefemm i 
emm wmz funi WI Gad HOT 0 9*Y II 


athānādir malah purisári pasutvam parikititam | 
tusakambukavaj jrieyarn mayajam ankurasya tu ll 


‘Now the beginningless Impurity individual souls possess is said to be their 
fettered state. One should know that that (seed) of the sprout (of sarnsára) is born of 
Maya, and that (Impurity) is like the inner and outer integument (of a seed).’ 


Cf. also Tattvaprakasa 18: 


eko hy anekaSaktir drkkriyayos chadako malah pumsam | 
tusakambukavaj jfieyas tamràsritakalimavad và ll 


"The one (soul) possesses many powers. The Impurity (mala) of the individual 
soul is the (obscuring) covering of (its powers of) knowledge and action. One should 
know that that (Impurity) is like the inner and outer integument (of a seed) or like the 
Verdigris on copper." 
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visesanatayà yo ‘tra kificidbhagas tadotthitam | 
vedyamatram sphutam bhinnam pradhanam sityate kala \\ 214 ll 


The Force (of limited agency) generates Fundamental Nature 
(pradhana), which is the pure (generic) object (vedyamátra) that is clearly 
evident and different (bhinna) (for each individual soul). It has arisen from 
that’ (Force’s) limited (objective) aspect (kificidbhaga) as its specifying 
characteristic (vifesana) (which differentiates one individual soul from 
another), (214) 


Here (according to us), although the (universal) agency (of 
consciousness) is in itself unconditioned, it becomes limited because the field 
(of its operation) is limited. Thus, limitation is present in the objective aspect. 
Then, when that aspect has manifested in the form of the impeller (to some 
particular goal) (prayojakákárena),"' ‘the Force (of limited agency) generates 
Fundamental Nature (pradhana)’ which, in relation to the particular objects of 
knowledge that will come into existence (as the evolutes of Nature), is the 
object of experience as the universal nature (of all that is) objective. That is said 
(in the Malinivijayottara, where we read): 


‘Then (Maya) generated the Unmanifest (Nature) (avyakta) from the 
principle of the Force (of limited agency). *? 


Again, it is multiple, since it is determined by each individual soul, and 
so is 'different' (for each one). Moreover, although (the coverings), beginning 
with the Force (of limited agency), are also such, it is clear that in relation to 
them (Fundamental Nature) is gross. This is the meaning. 

Surely (one may ask), subject (bhoktr) and object (bhogya) are mutually 
dependent on one another, so how can one reasonably justify that they arise 
successively? Subjectivity is nothing at all without objectivity, and (similarly,) 
objectivity is (nothing) without subjectivity. So how is it that it is said that the 
Force (of limited agency) generates objectivity (only after) having generated 
subjectivity? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


wana fe ard a WRBN a waa | 
wor Tag TET 1 224 di 


samam eva hi bhogyam ca bhoktaram ca prasityate | 
kala bhedabhisarndhandd aviyuktarn parasparam || 215 || 


The Force (of limited agency), directed by the intention to give rise 
to multiplicity (bhedabhisamdhanat) (and unite it), generates both (the 


?? That is, from that Force. 
#1 Read tadamSam prayojakakarena for tadamSaprayojaktkarena. 
* MV 1/30ab. 
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Karmic) subject (bhoktr) and object (bhogya) together (simultaneously). 
They are not separate from one another. (215) 


"The subject (in this case) means the subjectivity present in the 
subject. This is so because both subject and object are *not separate from one 
another’; that is, they are dependent (on one another). In actual fact, in accord 
with the teaching that ‘it is the enjoyer alone who always and everywhere abides 
as the object of enjoyment", *? the two are one, and so even though there is no 
difference (between them), having reflected (abhisarndhaya) on the phenomenal 
difference (màyryari bhedam) (between them), in order to indicate that they are 
not separate, that is, that they are mutually dependent on one another, it is said 
that (the Force (of limited agency)), ‘directed by the intention to give rise to 
multiplicity (bhedabhisamdhanat) (and unite it), (generates both (the 
Karmic) subject (bhoktr) and object (bhogya) together (simultaneously)). 

Surely (one may ask), what is the purpose of them not being 
disconnected in this way? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


apace 7 Sas ERA | 


bhoktrbhogyatmata na sydd viyogàc ca parasparam | 


It would not be possible for them to be subject and object, were 
they to be disconnected from one another. (216ab) 


(By) ‘disconnected’ (is meant) that they are not mutually dependent on 
one another. 


#2 SpaKa 29cd (= 2/4cd). The complete verse and previous one sa; verything arises 
(out of) the individual soul, and so he is all things, because he perceives his identity with 
the awareness (he has) of them. Therefore, there is no state in the thoughts of words or 
(their) meaning that is not Siva. It is the enjoyer alone who always and everywhere 
abides as the object of enjoyment.’ Rajanaka Rama comments: ‘Why is there no state 
that is not Siva? (The reason for this is) because ‘the individual soul’, that is, the Self, 
‘is all things.’ (Its omniformity is) the immanent form (visvarüpa) (of cognitive 
consciousness, which is equivalent to) the perception of the mutual exclusivity (of 
individual phenomena). The point is that the daily commerce of life (vyavahàra) that the 
individual soul (experiences) can only arise on the basis of an underlying unity between 
subject and object. But how is that (unity) possible? (It is possible because) ‘everything 
arises (out of) the individual soul, and so he is all things, because he perceives his 
identity with the awareness (he has) of them.’ The essential nature (svabhava) of 
whatever is perceived objectively (sarivedya) (whether it belongs to the physical 
sphere,) like a jar, (or the mental,) like the feeling of pleasure, consists of the awareness 
or the perceptive consciousness (sarivedana) (the soul has of it). Therefore, (the soul) 
perceives (his) identity with it, in the sense that (he realises that he, as) consciousness, 
does not differ from it. It is because of this that ‘everything’, all existing things, ‘arise’ 
and come into being, and so the soul is all things. The point is that, by carefully 
attending to (the nature and basis) of the commerce of the soul's daily life (vyavahara), 
one realizes this reality (vastu) as it truly is. Thus, (the soul) emits and brings into 
existence his own object of cognition in the act of becoming conscious (of it). Only that 
which is perceived attains a specific nature of its own (in the field of manifestation), not 
one that is not.’ (Dyczkowski 1992a: 107-108). 
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Surely (one may ask, if) this condition of subject and object of this sort 
were not to exist, (then what would happen)? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


faerat: a deat xara x fes 0 226 odi 


vilinayam ca tasyam syan mayasyapi na kificana | 216 || 


If their (state as subject and object) were to dissolve away (into 
consciousness), Maya would also be (as if) nothing. (216cd) 


The sense is that, if the ‘disruption’ characterized as the nature of 
subject and object were to dissolve away, then there would not be 
transmigratory existence. As is said (in the Stanzas on Vibration): 


*An individual who, (though) desirous of doing various things, (yet is) 
incapable of doing them due to his innate impurity, (experiences) the supreme 
state (param padam) when the disruption (of his false ego) ceases.' ** 

Surely (one may ask), how is it that it is said elsewhere that the arising 
of the enjoying subject and object takes place successively, (beginning) initially 
with the Force (of limited agency), from which (is produced) the nature of the 
enjoying subject (bhoktr) (and then) the pair, (impure) Knowledge and 
Attachment, (followed by) the principle of Nature? Thus, he says: 


“* SpaKa 1/9. Rajanaka Rama explains: ‘true enough, (God and the individual soul) are 
one in the state (that arises when the latter makes contact with his own innate power). 
Even so, he (is subject) to the ‘impurity’ of attachment etc., rooted in the notion that the 
Self is the body etc. (This impurity) is ‘innate’, in the sense that it is born along with 
him (sahaja) (when consciousness contracts down from the universal level). It is due to 
thi purity that (he is full of) desire, greedy for (a few) short moments of fleeting 
happiness, and thus rendered helpless in the action he takes to gain those objects that are 
the means to it. He is, in other words, poor in power, for although he may wish to, he 
cannot achieve his goal. Such a person’s ‘supreme state’, namely, the absolute 
(niruttara) (beyond which there is nothing higher), would manifest according to its true 
nature the moment ‘the disruption’ of the negative effect of Maya, that is, the egoity 
(ahampratyaya) that takes its support from the conditioned body etc., ceases and is 
destroyed. It melts away like a heap of snow by coming in contact with the light of the 
sun of the authentic ego (sva@bhavikahampratyaya), that transcends all fictitious 
supports. (Thus,) at that level, the unity between what is called the (universal) Self 
(ütman) and the individual soul (purusa) becomes manifestly apparent as the supreme 
(para) and inferior (apara) (states of absolute) consciousness. This stanza declares this 
(state) to be establishment in one’s own nature. 

The impurity (to which) the individual soul (is subject) may well be explained 
variously in other schools of thought. Here however, (according to this system, this 
impurity) consists only of this, namely, the projection of the ego (aharnpratyaya) onto 
(objects) such as the body etc., which are dependent, transitory and lifeless. (This 
egoity) is not in itself false (upapanna), insofar as (it continues, in actual fact, to) abide 
in a reality quite different in character from these (transitory objects). Every notion of 
the transitory, profane nature (sarsaritva) (of the individual and the world) is 
conditioned by this circumstance alone. When this ceases, (one attains) the supreme 
state of purity, that is, the manifestation of one's own essential nature (svasvabhàva)." 
Dyczkowski 1992a: 87-88. 
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nanu Srimadrauravadau ragavidyatmakam dvayam | 
süte kala hi yugapat tato ‘vyaktam iti sthitih W 217 I 


Surely (someone may object that), according to the venerable 
Rauravagama and other such (scriptures), the Force (of limited agency) 
generates the two, Attachment and (limited) Knowledge, simultaneously, 
and Unmanifest (Nature) (just) after that. (217) 


(The word ‘tatah’ means) ‘after that’; that is, '(just) after the unfolding 
of the pair, Attachment and (Impure) Knowledge.’ That is said (by Sadyojyotis 
in the Bhogakarika, which is part of the Rauravavrtti): 


‘From the other part (skandha) of the Force (of limited agency), these 
were generated, namely (limited) Knowledge, Attachment and Nature 
sequentially, (the first two) as a pair and (the last) individually. ** 


The same statement (patha) with different words (is also found in) the 
venerable Ruru: 

‘From the Principle of the Force (of limited agency) arose the two 
principles, namely, Attachment and (limited) Knowledge. And then the 
Unmanifest (arose) (avyaktam ca tatas). "* 


There would be agreement (between the two views) if (all three 
principles were to) arise together (simultaneously), (so that one could simply 
say that) ‘Attachment, (Impure) Knowledge and Nature arose’ (from the Force 
(of limited agency)). However, (when Abhinava) quoted the line (from the 
Rauravasamgraha) that says ‘And the Unmanifest (arose) from / after Maya 
(máàyáto ‘vyaktakalayor), he did so keeping in mind the difference (between the 
interpretation of the two) commentators. There, according to (Brhaspati), the 
author of the vàrtika, the pronoun ‘that’ (in the statement ‘and the Unmanifest 


#5 Sanderson (2006b: p. 51 n 17), following Jayaratha, identifies the following verse as 
being from the Rauravavrtti by Sadyojyotis. But it is not found, as he says it is, in the 
Moksakürikà section of that commentary. Rather it is taken from the section of it called 
Bhogakárika (104cd-105ab). As Sanderson notes (ibid.), Sadyojyotis gives the same 
interpretation of the order of emanation stated in the Rauravasitrasamgraha in his 
Tattvasamgraha (24ab), where he writes: avyaktaragavidyah kalasamutthah kala ca 
mayaja | ‘the Unmanifest, Attachment and (limited) Knowledge arise from the Force (of 
limited agency), and the Force (of limited agency) is born from Maya." 

?* Rauravasittrasamgraha (= Rauravágama vidyüpáda) 2/15abc. It is also cited by 
Aghorasiva in his commentary (dipika) on the Mrgendragama, 2/10-11. See above, 
9/40cd and commentary, where Jayaratha quotes the Rauravasiitrasamgraha (2/14-15). 
Note how he refers to it here simply as ‘Sriruru’. 
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(arose) from that (avyaktam ca tatas)’) refers to Maya, whereas (Sadyojyotis), 
the author of the vytti, (says) that it (means) ‘subsequently’ (@nantaryam).*”” 
He offers a solution: 


sons famed FA: aed N ERN | 
wart de wd faegrump wag 11 222 0i 


uktam atra vibhaty esa kramah satyam tatha hy alam | 
rajyamano veda sarvam vidams capy atra rajyate ll 218 ll 


It is said here (in this regard) that it is true that this order of 
succession (of these principles) does manifest (as you suggest, but it is not 
the only possible one). (So let) this much (discussion) suffice. Indeed, (in 
some cases,) something may initially be an object of attachment and (then 
only) subsequently be cognized. (In other cases, the soul) becomes attached 
to it as it is being fully cognized (or has been). (218) 


Intending to say that (the difference in the sequences of these principles 
taught in the scriptures) is established as (notions) in the intellect, it is said that 
this (succession) of one following the other has no support. (Thus,) it is true that 
this order of succession (of these principles) which you accept does manifest 
here. (So let this much discussion) ‘suffice’. The meaning is that the succession 
of (the principles of) Attachment and (Impure) Knowledge also is 
interchangeable (paraspara). Something may at first cause the soul to be 
attached and (so) know it, or knowing it becomes in all respects attached (to it). 
Why should this also not be the sequence? 

Surely (one may ask), if that is the case, how is it that you have said that 
subject and object arise simultaneously? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


am aaae | 
Tai aa Gp: AA a AA adaa 0 g 0i 


“” We have seen above ad 9/40cd that, according to Brhaspati's interpretation of this 
sentence, as he presents it in his vartika on the Rauravasiitrasamgraha, the meaning is 
‘and the Unmanifest (arose) from that (Maya) (avyaktari ca tatas).’ In other words, 
according to Brhaspati, Attachment (raga) and (the limited capacity for) Knowledge 
(vidya) arise from the Force (of limited agency) (kala), and the Unmanifest (avyakta) 
from Maya. Sadyojyotis however maintains that all three are derived from the Force (of 
limited agency) (kala). The first two emerge from it together as a pair, and then the 
Unmanifest alone, afterwards. The translation here is in accord with the meaning given 
by Sadyojyotis in his vrtti on the same. Jayaratha comments here on this divergent 
interpretation, as pointed out by Abhinava. See Sanderson 2006 p. 51 n 51. 

One view is that Attachment, Limited Knowledge, and Unmanifest Nature 
come into being together. Another view is that Unmanifest Nature and the Force (of 
limited agency) arise out of Maya. So in this case fatah would mean ‘from’, i.e., that 
‘(Force arises) from Maya’, rather than ‘then’ (after Maya) (as translated above). 


208 CHAPTER NINE 


tathàpi vastusatteyam ihasmabhir nirüpità | 
tasyam ca na kramah ko ‘pi syad và so ‘pi viparyayat || 219 Il 


Even so, we have described the (very) being of reality (vastusatta) 
here, and there is no succession in it at all (because everything is 
interdependent). Even if there were to be, it could also be reversed. (219) 


*Even so' means even when their succession is conceived (to arise) in 
this way. "The (very) being’ is the ultimately real arising ‘of reality’, which is 
subject and object. This is the meaning. ‘There is no succession’ (in it), 
because they are mutually dependent on one another. As is said by (Abhinava) 
himself elsewhere: ‘Here (in this case), it is said that their emanation takes place 
by the true (vástava) path, which is devoid of succession.’ ** 


If one says that here (in this case), that having set aside the being of 
reality (which is subject and object), succession exists just as a conceived 
possibility (sarnbhüvanamátra), however, on the contrary, that may also be in 
reverse, namely, that subjectivity arises after the arising of the object.” 
Therefore, one should not be engaged in a controversy here (about this). Thus 
he says: 


qma at gar faut d 


tasmád vipratipattim no kuryüc chastrodite vidhau | 


Therefore, one should (concern oneself with the essential, and) not 
incite controversies concerning the ordinance of scripture. (220ab) 


(One should not incite controversies concerning) ‘the ordinance of 
scripture’, taking the support of the ordinance of the Raurasastra. This is the 
meaning. What is meant there is just that the three principles beginning with 
Attachment have come forth from the principle of the Force (of limited agency). 
Thus again, their arising may be either simultaneous or otherwise. (A reasonable 
view) can be arrived at by the reflection (vicdra) which is the examination of 
their nature, certainly not just by the meaning that is stretched out according to 
what one has heard (from the scriptures). Thus, what we have said is the best 
(view). 


Surely (one may ask): It is said that Fundamental Nature (pradhàna) is 
(pure, generic) objectivity as such (vedyamdatra). (However, there is no 
objectivity separate from the awareness (vedana) of pleasure and the like, which 
has a specific nature. With this doubt in mind, he says: 


#8 TSà p. 84. He continues: ‘it is also said that (this is so), even though there is a 
manifestation of succession." 
* Read bhogyotpadanantaram instead of bhogotpádánantararn. 
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Pradhana — Fundamental Nature 


Ud Aa uq qug: 11 220 |i 
WA TRI: Wee ATT: | 


evar sarnvedyamatram yat sukhaduhkhavimohatah | 220 1l 
bhotsyate yat tatah proktam tat samyátmakam àditah | 


In this way, (the existence of) this pure (generic) objectivity (is 
inferred from) what one experiences from pleasure, pain and delusion. 
Thus, it is said that (that exists) originally as the state of (balanced) equality 
(samya) (between these three). (220cd-221ab) 


The existence of ‘pure (generic) objectivity’ (is inferred) in the stated 
manner (from) the experience of pleasure and the like, in accord with the logical 
principle that (Fundamental Nature exists) ‘because it is apprehended from the 
effect (it produces)’. Thus, because a particular is preceded by a universal, ‘it 
is said to exist originally as the state of equality’, that is, (prior to them as 
their) undivided nature. The meaning is that it is discerned as (their) cause. 

Surely (one may ask), according to the followers of the Sarnkhya, 
Nature (prakrti) is the (balanced) state of equality of sattva, rajas and tamas. So 
how is it that it is said here that it is inferred (to exist) from (their 
corresponding) experience of pleasure and the rest? With this doubt in mind, he 
Says: 


The Gunas - the Three Qualities of Nature 
GS wed THT THT BTS TTT 06933 |i 
ga w: aaa fire fe Teac: | 
AERA GUT: ATATA: [b 333 40 


#0 SaiKa 8b. This statement is drawn from SárnKa 8, which proposes this as a means 
to proving the existence of Fundamental Nature (pradhàna prakrti). The whole verse 
states that: 


sauksmyat tadanupalabdhir nabhavat karyatas tadupabdheh | 
mahadadi tac ca karyam prakrtisarüpam viriipam ca \\ 


"That (Fundamental Nature) is not perceived, because it is subtle, not because it 
does not exist, and (also) because it is apprehended from (its) product. And that product 
(kārya) is the intellect (mahad) and the rest (of the principles that follow below it), 
which is both similar to Nature (as that is its material cause) and dissimilar (from it 
according to its specific nature). Vacaspati Misra elucidates the point: ‘when we find 
that direct sense perception does not apprehend objects whose existence is proved by 
more powerful means of knowledge, one should understand that the senses are 
incapable of perceiving it (not that it does not exist).” 
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sukham sattvam prakaSsatvat prakaso hlada ucyate || 221 || 
duhkham rajah kriyatmatvàd kriya hi tadatatkramah | 
mohas tamo varanakah prakasabhavayogatah 222 |l 


Pleasure is sattva because it is light, and light is said to be joy 
(hlàda). Suffering is rajas because it is action, and (that) action oscillates 
between that and its absence (tadatatkrama). Delusion is tamas, which 
covers over (and obscures the mind), because it is associated with an 
absence of light.**' (221cd-222) 


Surely (one may ask), it has not been proved that the nature of pleasure 
is light. Pleasure is just pleasure, not light. Thus it is stated that "light is said to 
be joy (Rladay . It is ‘joy’ because it consists of (the aesthetic delight which is) 
the wonder of self-awareness (aharicamatkara). Suffering is (both) light and its 
absence. As light, it is pleasure; otherwise, it is delusion, ‘because it is action’. 
This is because (activity) is sequential, as it is both being (as what is being 
attained by acting) and nonbeing (as that which is yet to be attained or has 
passed). Surely (one may ask), agreed that suffering is sequential in this way, 
but how is its nature action? Thus it is that (action) ‘oscillates between that 
and its absence (fadatatkramay) , that is, light and its absence. That is said (in 
the Samkhyakàrikà): 


‘(The qualities) are of the nature of pleasure (priti), pain (apriti — ‘what 
is not pleasurable’) and dejection (visüda). Their purpose is to illumine 
(praküsa), act (pravrtti) and restrain (respectively). . . . Sattva is buoyant and 
illuminating. Rajas is desirable, stimulating and mobile. Tamas is heavy 
(sluggish) and obscuring. *? 


“1 See below, ad 13/3-4 note 13,4. 
?* SarhKa. 12ab, 13abc. One of the most concise and best accounts of the nature and 
functions of the three qualities of Nature is found in Bhagavadgità 14/5-20 (the 
translation is by Cidbhavananda): 

"Sattva, rajas and tamas — these gunas, O mighty-armed, born of Prakrti, bind 
the indestructible one fast in the body. Of these, sattva, being stainless, is luminous and 
unobstructive. It binds, O sinless one, by creating attachment to happiness and 
attachment to knowledge. Know rajas to be of the nature of passion, the source of thirst 
and attachment; it binds fast, O Kaunteya, the embodied one by attachment to action. 
But know tamas to be born of ignorance, deluding all embodied beings; it binds fast, O 
Bharata, by heedlessness, indolence and sleep. Sattva binds one to happiness, and rajas 
to action, O Bharata, while tamas verily veils knowledge and binds one to heedlessness. 
Sattva asserts itself, O Bharata, by predominating over rajas and tamas; and rajas, over 
sattva and tamas; and tamas, over sattva and rajas. When the light of knowledge beams 
through all the gateways of the body, then it may be known that sattva is predominant. 
Greed, activity, the undertaking of actions, unrest, longing — these arise, O best of the 
Bharatas, when rajas is predominant. Indiscrimination, inertness, heedlessness and 
delusion — these arise, O joy of the Kurus, when tamas is predominant. If the embodied 
one meets with death when sattva is predominant, then he goes to the pure worlds of 
those who know the highest. Meeting with death in rajas, he is born among those 
attached to action; dying in tamas, he is born in the wombs of the deluded. The fruit of 
good action, they say, is sáttvika and pure; verily the fruit of rajas is pain, and ignorance 
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(lt is said) in the venerable Pratyabhijñā also: 


‘In the Lord there is Being, bliss, and activity, Within the limited 
subject, there is that, the absence of that, and the two together. The latter 
constitutes Rajas, which is pain and is composed of sattva and tamas mixed 
together. *?* 


In this way, that undisturbed form of sattva, rajas and tamas, which is 
their state of (balanced) equality, is said to be Fundamental Nature (pradhana). 

Surely (one may ask), if the undisturbed form is that of Fundamental 
Nature, how can it manage to give birth to (its) products? With this doubt in 
mind, he says: 


TA aa UT: md Wem | 
erre fasta 4 Bq AeA: WW 0 233 |! 
aerate ures quim fag: | 


ta ete ksobhamapanna gunah karyam pratanvate | 
aksubdhasya vijatiyam na syat karyam adah purà || 223 Il 
uktam eveti Sastre ‘smin gunams tattvantaram viduh | 


When these qualities are disturbed, they generate their product. 
This is because a product of a differing type (from its cause) cannot 
originate from one which is stable in itself (lit. undisturbed). We said 
before“ that, in the scripture (we follow, the wise) know that the qualities 
are an independent principle (from Nature). (223-224ab) 


The ‘product’ consists of the intellect and the rest, which is ‘of a 
differing type (from its cause)’, because the qualities (are disturbed, and, not 
in their original state of equality, are) out of balance. This was said before (in 
Chapter Eight) when the Path of the Worlds was described, and so no effort is 


is the fruit of tamas. From sattva arises wisdom, and greed from rajas; heedlessness and 
error arise from tamas, and also ignorance. Those who are fixed in sattva go upwards; 
the rájasikas remain in the middle; and the támasikas, abiding in the functions of the 
lowest guna, go downwards. When the seer perceives no agent other than the gunas, and 
knows Him who is higher than the gunas, he enters into My being. The embodied one, 
having crossed over these three gunas out of which the body is evolved, is freed from 
birth, death, decay and pain, and attains to immortality.” 

“3 TP 4/6, Utpaladeva comments in his vrtti: ‘The Infinite agency within the Lord, which 
is essentially aesthetic delight (camatkara), is called activity and consists of the supreme 
light (of consciousness) and bliss. Whereas, on the contrary, within the individual self, 
this light and bliss have become objectively knowable realities, as (the qualities of 
Nature called) sattva and tamas. Their absence is tamas. Sattva and tamas — or light- 
bliss and their absence — although two distinct entities, are united with one another to 
form rajas. The activity and pain (that occur) within (the domain of) the limited subject 
are called rajas." 

* See above, 8/253cd-260ab. 
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made here again (to do so). The sense is that one should understand that from 
there. That is said there beginning with: 


*The principle called the qualities (guna) is located above the intellect, 
(but is) below Nature (prakrti). Indeed, the intellect is generated there when 
they are disturbed. A cause that is not out of (its basic) state of balance (is not 
ready) to generate its effect.“ 


And ending with: 

*(Our reply is that) this is not so, because (the causal process takes place 
in three stages. The initial stage) retains within itself a reflective awareness of 
causal nature. (Secondly, there) then occurs the intermediate arousal (of the 
cause, which renders it propense to generate its effect). Then, (from that comes) 
the effect, just as happens with a seed, its swollen condition (ucchunatà), the 
sprout and so forth." ^^ 


Thus, it is established by sound reasoning (yukti) in the 
Malinivijayottara, to which he is referring, that ‘(the wise) know that the 
qualities are an independent principle? from Nature, and that it is the second, 
disturbed form of Maya which, propense to generate its product, is like a knot. 
The meaning is that the venerable Srikanthanatha and the rest (of the sages) 
know this as what is to be taught. That is said there (in the Malinivijayottara): 
‘then the qualities (were produced) . . . "^" 


The division of the world-order (corresponding to the qualities) was 
explained here (in this book) previously, as was the Knot (of Maya). Thus he 
says: 


yai veram afd FAST: d 23 odd 


bhuvanam prthag evatra darsitam gunabhedatah \\ 224 || 


(Accordingly,) a separate world-order has been described here (in 
this book), associated with the Qualities.“* (224cd) 


#5 Above, 8/254-255ab (253cd-254). 

4% Above, 8/260 (259cd-260ab). 

47 MV 1/30bc. The entire verse says: "Then (Maya) generated the Unmanifest (Nature) 
(avyakta) from the principle of the Force (of limited agency). Then (from that), the 
Qualities (were produced), and from them, the intellect with its eight qualities. 
Similarly, the ego (originated) from the intellect." 

438 See above, 8/257 ff. The effect is the Cosmic Intellect (mahat), followed by the 
succeeding principles, which are the heterogeneous inequality of the Qualities (gunas) 
previously described above in 8/253cd-260ab (see also above, 8/248). We have seen 
that, according to the MV, the Qualities (guna) are a separate principle, representing 
Nature's ‘disturbed’ aspect, that is, the state in which it is propense to generating its 
products. This condition is identified with the Knot (granthi) of Maya, which is its 
disturbed aspect; whereas the principle (tattva) of Maya is the undisturbed aspect. See 
MV 1/30 and above 8/255. 
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That was said before: 

"There are three lines of teachers present in the qualities of tamas, rajas 
and sattva. They consist of thirty-two, thirty, and twenty-one members, 
respectively.'^? 


Surely (one may ask), as (Maya) is insentient, how can it become 
propense to generate (its) products, due to which it can be in a disturbed state? 
With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Pras quu wt | 
Sign ara: wed sr YM 00235 00 


isvarecchavasaksubdhalolikam purusam prati | 
bhoktrtvàya svatantresah prakrtim ksobhayed bhréam M 225 ll 


Svatantre$a violently disturbs Nature (prakrti). He does this for the 
individual soul who, (helplessly) disturbed under the sway of the Lord's 
will, is craving (for worldly experience), so that he may become the enjoyer 
(bhoktr) (of the fruits of his actions).“° (225) 


*Svatantre$a' is the Lord Srikantha.^' That is said (in the following 
passage): 


‘Fundamental Nature (pradhàüna), which is such, is initially associated 
with Brahma. Touched by the rays of Srikantha, it becomes manifest (vyakti) at 
that very moment (as the sphere of objectivity).’ 


Thus, the objection levelled at the followers of the Sarnkhya does not 
apply to us. (Their view explains neither how the soul can achieve liberation, 
nor how Nature generates it products. According to them,) the individual soul is 
unchanging, and so there (can be) no difference between the states of bondage 
and liberation. Thus, why should Nature not act to generate (its) 
transformations, beginning with the intellect onwards, for one who is liberated, 
(as it does) for one who is bound, because its nature, which is (constant) activity 
(pravrtti), has not ceased? Moreover, (Nature) is insentient, and so cannot 
reflect that "(the soul) has seen me (and understood the way I bind it), and so I 
will not act with that purpose again."^ Thus, there is no (possibility of) 
liberation. He says that: 


?* Above, 8/261 (260cd-261ab). 

“° See above, 9/61 and 143. 

#1 See above, 6/149-152. 

+2 Cf. SarKà 61: 

prakrte sukumaratarar kificid nastiti me matir bhavati | 
yad drstasmi iti punardarsanam nopaiti purusasya ll 


“My opinion is that nothing is more shy than Prakrti: knowing that ‘I have been 
seen’, She no more comes within the sight of Purusa." 
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qup Geese atest qe fa fH a aT | 
N Aaaa Tar awa 1 226 0i 


tena yac codyate samkhyam muktanum prati kim na sa | 
süte pumso 'vikaritvad iti tan natra badhakam || 226 || 


Therefore, the objection levelled at the Sarnkhya, namely, that there 
is no reason why Nature should not generate (its products) here for the 
liberated soul (as it does for the fettered) because the soul (is, whether 
bound or free, equally) devoid of alterations, is not a hindrance here 
(natra bàdhaka). (226) 


‘Therefore’ ‘here’, in our view, (these objections do not apply.) 
because (according to us, Nature) is disturbed (and so generates its binding 
products) for this kind of fettered (niyata) soul, by the agency of Svatantresa. 

Having explained this by the way, he (now goes on) to talk about the 
main point. 


Buddhitattva — the Intellect 


ya fara qq wddr Pris aa: 
Yorn: waes3 fafa 11 228 od 


gunebhyo buddhitattvam tat sarvato nirmalam tatah | 
purhsprakaSah savedyo ‘tra pratibimbatvam àrchati || 227 || 


The principle of the intellect (arises) from the qualities (at the 
instigation of Svatantresa).“ It is pure in all respects (sarvatah). Thus, the 
light of the soul deposits its reflection here, along with (that of) the object of 
knowledge.“ (227) 


Therefore, that (intellect arises) because of the agency of Svatantresa. 
This is the meaning. That is said (in the Malinivijayottara): *. . . from (the 
qualities) the intellect with its eight qualities (was produced) . E "Thus', 
because it is pure in all respects (it can reflect both the light of the soul and the 
outer object within itself). 

Surely (one may ask), as the light of the soul is unobscured, it may 
(indeed) deposit (its) reflection here (in the intellect), (but) that is not so in the 
case with the outer object, and so how can that be (reflected in it)? With this 
doubt in mind, he says: 


“8 Read puriso ‘vikaritvad for purnso vikaritvad. 

“4 MV 1/30c. 

"5 Read savedyo for sa vedyo. 

4# MV 1/30c. See above, note 9,433 for the full verse. 
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visayapratibimbam ca tasyam aksakrtam bahih | 
ataddvaram samutpreksapratibhadisu tādrśī \\ 228 |l 

vrttir bodho bhaved buddheh sa capy Glambanam dhruvam | 
Gtmasamvitprakasasya bodho ‘sau taj jado ‘py alam || 229 || 


“The reflection of the object (visaya) within it may be either 
external, that is, fashioned by the senses, or unmediated (by them), as 
happens when imagining, intuiting and so forth. The activity of the intellect 
is the cognitive consciousness (bodha) (it has of objects). And (so,) although 
(its cognitive) consciousness (bodha) is insentient, insofar as (the intellect) 
has as its firm support the Light of the consciousness of the Self, it is 
(nonetheless) capable (alam) (of perceiving its object). (228-229) 


The reflection of external objects within the intellect is two-fold, 
namely, mediated by the senses and unmediated by them. An example of the 
former is direct (sensory) perception, and of the latter, imagination. By the 
words ‘and so forth’ is meant dreaming and the like. The point is that here (in 
this case), the entity that manifests (in the intellect) is one it has itself 
established there. Such is the intellect’s ‘activity’, which is its capacity to 
reflect (within itself) objects of knowledge, both in association with the senses 
and without them, and is (essentially) ‘the cognitive consciousness’ (bodha) it 
possesses that makes (internal and external) objects (visaya) manifest. This is 
the syntax (and prose order of this verse). 

Surely (one may ask), the intellect’s cognitive consciousness 
(buddhibodha) is insentient, so how can it make (its) object manifest? With this 
doubt in mind, he says that ‘it has as its (firm support the Light of the 
consciousness of the Self)’. That intellect is a separate emergence of the light 
‘of the consciousness of the Self’, that is, the cognitive consciousness of the 
individual soul. It is its ‘firm support’, that is, the firm foundation of the 
reflection (within it). This is the meaning. Therefore, because it is the locus of 
the manifestation of the consciousness of the Self, it is the cognitive 
consciousness which is the activity of (the intellect); although insentient, it is 
‘sufficient enough’, that is, capable of illumining (its) object (and making it 
manifest). That is said (in the Bhogakarika): 


‘Cognition (bodha) is considered to be a modification (vrtti) of the mind 
because it is the locus of the manifestation of the (fettered) soul’s cognition, 


“” These two verses are a commentary on Bhogakarika 46 which is quoted by Jaratha in 
the commentary. 
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which is light that takes its form from objects, mediated or not by the sense 
organs, as the circumstance may be (kvacit).* 


Ahamkaratattva — the Principle of the Ego 


Having in this way described the nature of the intellect as an instrument 
(of perception), he also talks about its nature as a cause. 


agp mà wfafafreaqeps: d 
WaT GET ACHAT 11 93e || 


buddher ahamkrt tadrkse pratibimbitapumskrteh | 
prakase vedyakaluse yad aharnmananatmata |l 230 || 


From the intellect arises the product of the ego (ahamkrt). It is the 
(false) notion of the ego within this kind of light, sullied by objectivity, of 
the activity of the individual soul reflected (in the intellect). (230) 


"The product of the ego' has, in other words, arisen (from the 
intellect). That is said (in the Malinivijayottara), (where we read that) ‘similarly, 
the ego (originated) from the intellect.” (The ego) is the (mistaken) notion of 
oneself as ‘I’ (that arises when conceiving that) “I do and I know this" within 
‘this light’, which is the modification (vrtti) of the intellect ‘sullied by 
objectivity’ and is ‘this kind’, that is, the locus of the manifestation of the light 
of the individual soul. Surely (one may ask), the cognitive consciousness of the 
intellect is just an object (vedya), because it is an object of experience (bhogya) 
(of the individual soul), in accord with such teachings as: 


“3 BhoKà 46. Aghorasivacdrya comments: indriyadvaro ‘yam ghata ityadibahya- 
vasabdad 


visayadhyavasdyariipaprakasasadanapeksas_cantarasmrtipratibhadipral 
yyamano bhdvapratyayalaksanas ca prakasah purusabodhasya vyaktis 

mater buddher vrttir jrieya | tato ‘dhyav T idilingà buddhih 
siddhyatiti | tad ukta Srimanmrgendre - iti buddhiprakaso ‘yam bhavapratyaya- 
laksanah | bodha ity ucyate bodhavyaktibhümitayà pasoh \ iti ll 46 Il 


"The light (of consciousness), in the form of the ascertainment of an outer 
object mediated by the senses, such as ‘this is a jar’, is true and independent. Due to the 
word ‘or’, the inner light (of consciousness in the form of) recollection, a flash of 
intuition (pratibhá) and the like (is also meant). As will be explained, the light of the 
consciousness of the individual soul, which is the apprehension of cognitive states 
(bhavapratyaya), is called cognitive consciousness (bodha), because it is the place 
where (perception) becomes manifest. One should know that that is the activity (vrtti) of 
the intellect. Thus, the intellect, of which the characteristic mark is (the capacity) to 
form determinate perceptions (adhyavasaya), recollect and the like, accomplishes (its 
task). That is said in the venerable Mrgendra (vidyapada 11/8): "This is the light of the 
intellect, the characteristic feature of which is the apprehension of cognitive states 
(bhavapratyaya). It is called ‘cognitive consciousness’ (bodha) because it is the plane 
on which the cognitive consciousness of the fettered soul manifests." 

** MV 1/30d. The full verse is quoted above in note note 9,433. 
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‘This cognitive consciousness of the intellect,’ concerning which a 
little has been said (/esokta) (briefly), is experienced by consciousness 
(cetana)^'; (thus) its objective status, by virtue of which it arises and is 
experienced, is proved." 

Thus, how is it that the (mistaken) notion of self (ahamabhimana) can 
take root within this (cognitive consciousness of the intellect), which is 
objective (idantabhdjana)? With this doubt in mind, he says that it is ‘(the 
light) of the activity of the individual soul reflected (in the intellect)’, with 
reference to the manifest individual soul. This is the meaning. 

Even though this is so, this (mistaken) notion of self does not (arise) 
within the Self. Rather, (it arises) within the intellect, which is not the Self, 
because it is the same transformation of the reflection of the Self as the 
foundation of the intellect. He (now goes on) to talk about (the ego's) unique 
task (kārya). 


qup vats ag: aera | 
Sat Stara Cae AT A: d 232 0 


taya paficavidhas caisa vayuh samrambharüpayà | 
prerito jivanaya syad anyathà maranam punah | 231 |I 


#9 The printed edition of the BhoKa reads buddhidharmo — ‘attribute of the intellect’ for 
buddhibodho — ‘cognitive consciousness of the intellect.’ The commentator, 
Aghorasiva, seems to be aware of this variant. Thus, introducing this verse, he says: ‘He 
concludes (the teaching concerning) the cognitive consciousness of the intellect, which 
is the apprehension of (various cognitive) states (bhavapratyaya) that has in this way 
been stated in brief.’ Clearly, we should understand the ‘attribute of the intellect’ to be 
the cognitive states consciousness perceived by the cognitive consciousness (bodha), 
which is the fundamental nature of the individual soul. 

75! Commentary: ‘because it is an object of experience." 
+2 BhoKa 64. In his commentary, Aghorasiva refers his reader to the Matariga and other 
Agamas for the bhavapratyayas — cognitive states — and notes that he has presented and 
explained them extensively in his Mrgendravrttidipika. The following line and 
commentary reads: 

sa cápy anubhavo bhogo bhoktàram gamayaty alam | 


asya bauddhasya jfidnasyotpattyapavargayogitvena bhogyatvam eva, na tu bhoktrtvam, 
tasya sarvadà grahakarüpena sthirasyaiva svasamvedanasiddhatvad ityuktam |l 


‘And that experience is the consequence of Karma (bhoga) that is sufficient to 
make the experiencer understand it. (65ab) 


What is stated (here) is that this knowledge the intellect possesses, because it 
arises and falls away, is only objective, certainly not subjective, because (if it were), it 
would always be stable in the form of the perceiver, as that is proved to exist by one's 
own self-awareness (svasarnvedana)." 
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The five-fold vital breath“ is impelled by that (ego) in the form of 
the exertion (sarirambha) (that impels it), so that (the individual soul) may 
give life (to the body). Otherwise, (were it not to do so, the body would) 
die.“ (231) 


(This) ‘exertion’ is that of the ego. Its activity (vrtti) is exertion. But 
even so, as activity and its possessor are of the same nature, that is said to be a 
form (of the ego). That is said (in then following passage): 


*Exertion is the activity of the ego, which impels the vital breath (vayu) 
(of five kinds) formed (by its) five actions, so that (the individual soul) may 
give life (to the body). ^? 


43 This is prāņa (exhalation), apāna (inhalation), udána (Upward Moving Breath), 
vyana (Pervasive Breath) and samāna (the Equalizing Breath). The first one is described 
extensively in the first half of Chapter Six above. The remaining four are described 
there in 6/186-216ab (185cd-215). 

* This is an explanatory paraphrase of BhoKa 33, which is partially quoted in the 
commentary. 

"5 BhoKà 33abc. Cf. BhoKà 30 quoted below ad 9/237. Commentary by 
Aghorasivacarya: 


Jivanáya  Sariradhdranartham ^ pranayanápanayanádipaficakarmakrtas — tattadvrtti- 
bhedena vayoh — pravartakah — sarirambhütmako yah 
prayatnah, so *hankáravrttir ity ahankàrasiddhih | yad uktam Srimanmrgendre 

atha vyaktantarad buddher garvo ‘bhiit karanam citah | 

sarhrambhdd yasya cestante Sarirah paca vayavah |l (vi. 11/20) iti | 

tatra pranayanam siiksmadehasyordhvadhonayanam pranasya vyapárah | apanayanam 
adhahprapanam malader apanasya | annüdeh rasarüpasya sarvagátresu. sémyena 
nayanam samanasya | vinamanam angànàm vyanasya | unnayanam àntarasya dhvaner 
varnataprapanam udanasya | pafcakarmakrta iti ca prādhānyād uktam | udgárádi- 
kartrtvena casya vayoh Sravanat | yad uktara $rimatkalottare 

udgare naga ity uktah kürma unmilane sthitah | 

krkaras tu ksute caiva devadatto vijrmbhane | 

dhanaiijayah sthito ghose mrtasyápi na muiicati \\ (ibid. 10/12-13) iti Il 


*(So that it may) live, that is, so that it may bear a body, it is ‘formed by its five 
actions’, that impart the exhaled and inhaled (breath) etc. (to the body). According to its 
various activities, it is called ‘inhalation’ (prana) and ‘exhalation’ (apana), and impels 
the ‘vital breath (vayw). Its nature is the exertion that is effort, which is the activity of 
the ego. In this way (the existence and function of) the ego is established (to exist). As is 
said in the venerable Mrgendra, ‘Now, from intellect (formed) after (and from) the 
manifestation (of the qualities of Nature), the ego arose as an instrument of 
consciousness. It is by its activity (sarnrambha, vyápára) that the five vital breaths of 
the body act (performing each their own functions).’ (Vidyapáda 11/20) There (in that 
regard), ‘imparting exhalation’ is the function of exhalation (prana), which is that of 
leading the subtle body up and down. The ‘imparting of inhalation’ is (the function of) 
inhalation, which is transporting excreta and the like downwards. (The function of) 
samana (the equalizing breath) is to transport food, such as cooked rice in the form of 
rasa, to all limbs of the body. (The function of) vyana (the pervasive breath) is to make 
the limbs (of the body) pliable (vinamana). (The function of) udana (the upward moving 
breath) is to elevate (unnamana) the inner resonance (of the breath) and make it assume 


TANTRALOKA 219 


"Otherwise', (if it were) not to be the impeller (of the vital breath). In 
this way the task (karya) of the ego is to impel or not (the vital breaths), 
beginning with exhalation (prana), due to which all live and die. 

The difference between this ego and the sense of ‘I’ (aharibhàva), 
which consists of the freedom of pure consciousness that rests within its own 
nature alone and arises spontaneously (svarasaodita) (by itself), is only that it is 
located (abhinivista) within the insentient intellect, which is not the Self. He 
says that: 


AA US PAYS: d 
agam aage PANET: 11 233 0 


ata eva vi$uddhütmasvátantryaharisvabhàvatah | 
akrtrimád idam tv anyad ity uktam krtisabdatah V 232 || 


Thus,** the term ‘creation (of the ego)’ (krti) indicates that this 
(created ego) differs from the ego that is uncreated and perfectly pure 
freedom.** (232) 


the state of phonemic (sound). The principle (forms of the vital breath indicated by the 
statement it is) 'formed (by its) five actions' has (thus) been stated. (Five other) 
functions of this vital breath, such as expulsion (of vomit), (are known) because they 
have been heard (from the scriptures). As is said in the venerable Kdlottara ‘Naga (is 
the wind that operates) when vomiting. Kürma is present when the eye opens, Krka 
when hungry, Devadatta when yawning, Dhañjaya is present when roaring (ghosa) and 
does not abandon (the body) even when dead.’ (10/12-13) 


kifica, buddhikaryad ayah — ghata — ityadigrahyadhyavasayarüpàt — pratyartham 
bhinnarüpát pratyayad atyantabhedena bhüsamànah sarvarthagrahane ‘py ekarüpo 
‘ham iti gráhaküdhyavasayarüpah pratyayo *hankárasyaiva vrttir ity Gha- 

anyo ‘rthapratyayo ‘parah || 33 Wl 


ahankaravrttyatmakapratyayo ‘rthapratyayad anya ity arthah \| 


"However, a determinate perception (adhyavasaya) of an object such as ‘this is 
a jar’ is the product of the intellect, and is a different perception for each entity 
(perceived), and so (each one) manifests as totally different (from every other one). 
(However,) even when every (single) thing is being perceived, the ‘I’ is one. Thus, the 
perception, which is the determinate perception of the perceiver, is (ultimately) an 
activity (vrtti) of the ego. Thus it is said that: ‘the perception of an entity is other (than 
that of the perceiver, which is other (than that). (33d) The meaning is that the 
perception which is the activity of the ego is different from the perception of an object 
(artha)? 
75^ Thus, it follows from what was stated in verse 230. 
#57 Abhinavagupta is referring to the word ‘aharhkrti’ which, synonymous with the term 
ahamkara, denotes the limited, phenomenal ego. He says that this term indicates that it 
is a product — krti — of pure ‘I’ consciousness — aham, which serves as its agent, that 
operates the psychophysical organism and impels its animating vital forces. The word 
ahariküra means ‘I am the one who acts’. 


220 CHAPTER NINE 


‘This’ creation of the ego is created (and artificial, and so) ‘differs’ 
(from the authentic uncreated ego). Surely (one may ask), what is the proof 
(pramáàna) that it is created (and artificial)? With this doubt in mind, he says 
that that is so because (it is indicated to be such) by the term ‘creation’ (of the 
ego). In the Málinivijayottara it is called a ‘creation of the ego’ (ahamkrta). 
(The word) ‘creation’ indicates that it is created (and artificial), because its 
meaning is that it does (something) in this (or that) way (karoter evam 
arthatvat). 

Concluding this (point), he introduces another. 


The Inner and Outer Senses are Instruments and Products of the Ego 


seared womepspegmur ref: 
fruc WpfTeber AISA: 11 933 || 


ity ayam karanaskandho ‘hankarasya nirüpitah | 
tridhasya prakrtiskandhah sáttvarajasatamasah || 233 Il 


We have described one aspect of the ego, namely, (the ego) as an 
instrument of cognition (karanaskandha). (Now we come) to its material 
aspect (prakrtiskandha), which is three-fold, namely, sattvika, rajasika and 
tamasika.*® (233) 


It is ‘three-fold’ because it has as its limbs each one (of the three 
qualities) of sattva and the rest. 

There (in that context), he describes the material aspect 
(prakrtiskandha) of the sáttvika (part). 


ATES RTA: WEZ d 
Agee q wr en] HAT 0 23v |i 


sattvapradhünühankürüd bhoktramSasparsinah sphutam | 
manobuddhyaksasatkam tu jatam bhedas tu kathyate | 234 ll 


“* The ego (aharnkára) is located in the insentient intellect (buddhi), which is not the 
Self. Thus, it differs from the self-awareness (aharibháva), which is spontaneously 
(born of itself), and consists of the autonomy of pure consciousness resting in itself 
alone. 

** Cf. BhoKà 35: 

anye cahankrtiskandhas trivargajanakas trayah | 

taijasadikanamanah kramasah sáttvikadayah |l 


"The other aspects of the ego differ (from this aspect). They are three, and 
generate three categories, called 'radiantly energetic’ (taijasa) etc., and are, in due 
order, sáttvika etc." 
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The group of six, which consists of the mind (manas) and the five 
senses of perception, arises from the predominantly sattvika egoity when it 
is clearly associated with the subjective aspect (bhoktramsa). We shall (now) 
describe the difference (between introverted and extroverted senses). (234) 


The existence of the qualities, rajas and tamas, are also (implicitly) 
indicated by (saying) ‘predominantly’, for their functions are mutually 
associated with one another. (The group of six senses) ‘is clearly associated 
with the subjective aspect’, because the sense of ‘I’ (ahampratyaya) reflects on 
their nature directly. ‘The group of six, which consists of the mind (manas) 
and the five senses of perception’. The scriptures declare that ‘there are six 
senses (along with) the mind (manas)’, and so the senses of perception are 
associated with the mind (manas). This is the meaning. That is said (in the 
following verse): 


‘The ear, skin, eyes, tongue, and nose along with the mind (— this group 
of six) is sáttvika, because it is linked to the light (of consciousness), and so is 
effulgent with sattva.* 


“ MrT vidyapada 12/3. This is also quoted by AghoraSivacarya in his commentary on 
the Tattvasamgraha ad 6-7 and in his vrtti on the TattvaprakaSa ad 55. It is part of a set 
of verses describing how the principles below the ego are derived from its three forms — 
sátvika, ràjüsika and tamasika — a doctrine taken over from the Sarnkhya and to which 
Abhinava also subscribes. Thus, the following verses read: 


vant pani bhagah payuh padau ceti rajodbhavah | 
karmānvayād rajo bhiiyan gano vaikariko ‘tra yah I 


‘(The organs of action, namely) speech, the hands, genitals, anus and feet, are 
born from rajas. They are associated with action, and so are rájasika. It is the ego which 
in this case has undergone transformation (vaikdrika).’ (4) (see note below ad 9/253 for 
commentary by Aghorasiva) 


Sabdah sparsas ca rüpam ca raso gandhas ca paficamah | 
gunavisistas tanmatras tanmatrapadayojitah ll 


‘Sound, touch, form, taste, and smell, the fifth, are the subtle elements 
(tanmátrà of sensation), not (yet) qualified by specific qualities (as happens when a 
specific sound for example is heard). They are conjoined to the plane of (the unmanifest 
state of particular sensations) as ‘just that’ (tanmatra) (sound for example without 
specific form). (5) 


praküsakarmakrdvargavailaksanyát tamodbhavah | 
prakasyatvac ca bhiitadir ahanküresu tamasah |l 


(The gross elements) are born from the tamas (of the ego), as they are different 
from the groups (of the cognitive senses that are sattvika) light and (the rajasika organs 
of action) that perform actions. And also, because they are the objects of illumination 
(of the activity of the inner and outer senses), amongst (the forms of the ego), the gross 
elements etc. are támasa. (6) MrT vidyāpāda 12/4-6 
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Surely (one may ask), although they arise from just one ego, how is it 
that mind has everything as its object, whereas that of the others is confined? 
With this doubt in mind, he says that *we shall (now) describe the difference 
(between them)'. The difference concerns the object (of sense), according to 
whether it has been generated (as an outer object), in accord with the necessity 
(of conforming to the law of causality), or otherwise (as a mental object created 
by the mind). This is the meaning. He says that. 


"dp uewdfawa qan faf i 
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mano yat sarvavisayam tenátra pravivaksitam | 
sarvatanmatrakartrtvam visesanam ahamkrteh W 235 Il 


The mind has all (sense data) as its object. Thus, it is said here that 
the ego (from which it is produced) has as its defining quality (visesana) 
that it is the agency (that produces) all the subtle elements (of sense data). 
(235) 


"Thus' means because the mind has all (sense data) as its object. ‘It is 
said here’ everywhere in the treatise“! (i.e. the Sarmkhyaküriká), in such 
statements as, ‘from the támasika (ego), which is (called) the first of the gross 
elements, arise the subtle elements' ^ Thus, there is no disagreement that the 
subtle elements arise from the predominantly tàmasika ego. Again, it is possible 
for tamas to be present even in the predominantly sattvika ego because their 
functions are mutually associated with one another. As is sa 

‘All things are mutually associated with one another; all things are 
present everywhere." 


Thus, the mind (manas) arises out of the sdttvika ego, which is 
specifically characterized by that (omnipresence), and so it is that (the mind) has 
all things as its object. As mind (manas) has all (sense data) as its object in this 
way, one knows this, namely that the ego is the cause of all the subtle elements, 
by virtue of which mind and sound, along with the rest (of the sensations), are 
related to one another as perceiver and perceived. 


*l Jayaratha, it seems, is referring to the Samkhyakàrikà with the word ‘Sastra’, and it is 
that which he goes on to quote. The Agamas and their commentators largely follow the 
Sarhkhya i in their understanding of the Tattvas from Prakrti onwards, and so he says that 
there is no disagreement here with the general Agamic Saiva view. Accordingly, we 
observe several times that Jayaratha quotes from the Samkhyakarika, juxtaposing it with 
references from Saiddhantika sources. 

"* SarhKa 25c. The full verse declares: ‘The sattvika group of eleven (consisting of the 
mind and the ten sense organs) arises from the modified (vaikrta) ego. From the 
tamasika (ego), (which is that of the reality levels) beginning with the gross elements, 
arise the subtle elements, and both from the taijasa (i.e. rdjasika aspect of the ego).’ It is 
quoted below ad 9/271cd-272ab. 
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Moreover, in this way, this triad, consisting of the intellect and the rest, 
(together constitute) the inner mental organ, as (each one is engaged in its own) 
unique activity. He says (that): 


Seq: bl e "nm ED) | 
"i aream. 338 5 


buddhyahamkrnmanah prahur bodhasamrabhanaisane | 
karanam bahyadevair yan naivapy antarmukhaih krtam | 236 ll 


The intellect, ego and mind are said to be, respectively, the organs 
of cognition (bodha), exertion (sarrambha) and solicitation (esana). (These 
functions) are not performed (as some would have it) by the introverted 
external senses.** (236) 


"Cognition (bodha) is the ascertainment (adhyavasáya) of (the nature 
of the) object of sense, such as sound. ‘Exertion’ is (mistaken) self-arrogation 
(ahamatma-bhimana). ‘Solicitation’ is the will (icch@) which is intent 
(sarnkalpa). In so far as here (each one of these is an) activity (kriyá), one must 
accept that it takes place by means of an instrument (to execute it). And that is 
not the sense of hearing or the rest (of the external senses) that will be described 
further ahead, because their field of operation (visaya) is that of external action, 
and because these (three, intellect, ego and mind) are internal by nature. Thus, 
as it is a means to accomplish an inner activity, it is other than (the outer 
senses), and is said to be called the inner (mental) organ, which (consists of) 
‘the intellect, ego and mind’. That is said (in the Bhogakarika): 


‘(The functions) called will, exertion and cognitive consciousness are 
not accomplished by the (external) means discussed previously (i.e. the senses). 
(Thus,) in order to accomplish that, instruments, that is, the inner mind, ego and 
intellect (are required) to carry them out (and so are proved to exist). 


“° See BhoKà, 28-29. 

^* BhoKà 27. Read as in the published edition sadhanaih for sádhaneh and tatsiddhau 
karanüny for 

tatsiddham karanam tv. AghoraSivacarya comments: 


iha hi prthivyadinarh — tattvanàm — svakaryair eva — siddheh — káryántarahetutve 
pramanabhavad ^ anekatattvaparikalpanabhavaprasangac ca — yünicchüdisiddhau 
südhanani, tàni mano ‘hankara-buddhyakhyany àntarüni karandanity antahkarana- 
siddhih | tatrecchasabdenaikagrataparapa: o ‘vadhanatmakah sankalpo vivaksitah | 
sa manaso vrttih | samrambha$ ca prayatno ‘hankarasya | bodhas cádhyavasáyo 
buddher iti | etac ca prapaficayisyate ll 


*Here (according to this view), the Earth and other principles are proved (to 
exist) by virtue of their effects. The proof for the existence of the inner mental organ is 
that inner instruments called mind, ego and intellect are the means to accomplish the 
will etc. (It could not be otherwise,) because there is no proof (pramàna) that there is 
another cause for (their) products, and because it would entail the undesirable 
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“Buddhyahamkrnmanah’ (i.e. intellect-ego-mind) is a copulative 
compound (dvandva) when (the three are) taken together (as a single unit). 
Surely (one may ask), the sense of hearing and the rest are outer senses, but 
even so, turned inwards, they are internal. Taking them together, they become 
means to cognitive consciousness and the rest. So what is the use of teaching the 
existence of another inner (mental) organ? (In response to this possible 
objection, he says) that, even when introverted, the external senses are incapable 
of cognitive consciousness and the rest (of the functions of the inner mental 
organ). This is the meaning. If the external senses were turned away from the 
outer (world) and experienced together as introverted, (thus) generating 
cognitive consciousness and the rest (of the function of the inner mental organ), 
there would be no perception of the intellect and the rest when sound and the 
rest of their (outer objects) are being perceived (Glocandvasara). If (one) 
maintains (ista) that the perception of sound (Sabdàlocana)' and the like is that 
of those (sensorial functions) that are not associated with the outer (object), then 
how is it possible for (the senses that are thus) associated (with the outer object) 
to possess the cognitive consciousness and the rest (required for this to take 
place) when they are introverted at the very same time (as they operate 
externally to sense the outer object)? (If you were to maintain that that) it is seen 
(to take place) simultaneously, it would not be logically sound (yukta) to say 
that the introverted external senses experienced together serve as the means to 
cognitive consciousness and the rest. That is said (in the Bhogakdarika): 


‘If the object (purpose) (artha) of the intellect were to be that of the 
introverted (senses), the perceptions of the outer object (performed by the outer 
senses) and the will and the other activities (of the inner organ) would operate 
together. ^^ 


consequence that there would be no conception of the many principles (below them, that 
is, the senses, sensations, and gross elements). There by the word ‘will’ is meant 
‘intention’ (sarikalpa), which is attention, otherwise called ‘concentration’. This is the 
function (vrtti) of the mind (manas). And that of the ego is exertion (sarirambha), that 
is, effort. The cognitive consciousness of the intellect is ascertainment (adhyavasaya)." 

^5 Cf. BhoKà 25: ‘The senses are hearing, touch, sight, taste and smell. Their function 
(vrtti) is perception of sound (Sabdalocana) and the rest when they are in the presence 
of sound etc." 

1 BhoKa 29. Printed edition of the BhoKa reads citer arthar for cittàdyartharn, 
bahyartham for bahyartha- and sardhar for sakarn. The previous verse (i.e. 28) says: 
antarmukhdni bahyani saribhüyecchadisadhanam | 

Sibikodvahinaravadekapayena tas tatah V 28 Il 


"The inner and outer organs experienced together serve as the means for (the 
operation of) the will and the rest (of the functions of the inner mental organs). Thus, 
like the two men carrying a palanquin, when one of them departs, they (cease to 
operate)" 

Aghorasiva comments: 


yato 'ntarmukhüni bahyani ca karanüni Sibikodvahinaravat sambhityecchadinam 
kriyanüm s@dhanam — bhavanti, bahyarthalocanapiirvanam — evadhyavasayadinam 
darsanàt, avadhānādinā vinà bahyarthagrahanasambhavac ca | 
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Surely (one may ask), let the vital breath itself, which abides undivided 
from consciousness, perform the functions of cognitive consciousness and the 
rest (directly); what is the use of these inner (mental) organs? With this doubt in 
mind, he says: 


"IUE AAO Sea SRO: | 
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prànas ca nantahkaranam jadatvat preranatmanah | 
prayatnecchavibodhamSahetutvad iti niscitam |l 237 Il 


Nor (is it sound to maintain, as some do, that) the inner (mental) 
organ (consisting of the mind, intellect and ego) is the vital breath, because 
(in itself, it is essentially) insentient. Moreover, it is certain that its nature 
as the vital impulse (prerana) is because of the exertion (of the ego), the will 
(of the mind), and the cognitive consciousness (of the intellect). (237) 


The vital breath is insentient. Thus, it is certain that it cannot be the 
inner (mental) organ. This is the syntax (of this verse) (sarmbandha). Or else, 
(one may) surely (say that) even though it is insentient, it is perceived to be an 
instrument (of perception) impelled by an agent that precedes it.“ With this 
doubt in mind, it is said that ‘its nature as the vital impulse (prerana) is 
because of the exertion (of the ego), the will (of the mind) and the cognitive 
consciousness (of the intellect)’. There cannot be an instrument which is 
impelled (to perform its function) without an exertive force (prayatna) (to impel 
it). An exertive force is preceded by a will (to exert it), and the will by a 


tata citerátmano  'rtham | bhogükhyam | prayojanam | sadhayatàm antar- 
mukhagatanam — antahkaranánám ^ casabdüd ^— bahiskarananàm vānyatarasyāpi 
vargasyapayena tisthatàrn satam tà icchadikah kriyah Sabdadibahyarthabuddhayo và 
purusarthasadhanatayaé notpadyante, yathā Ssibikodvahinor madhyad ekasyapaye 
tadudvahanakriyà na drsyate | 28-29 ll 


The inner and outer organs, operating in unison like the two men who carry a 
palanquin, serve as the means for the activities of the will and the rest, External entities 
cannot be perceived without the attention etc. (of the mind) and the perception of the 
ascertainments (of the intellect), that are preceded by viewing the outer object (with the 
senses). 

The object (artha) of consciousness (citi), that is, the Self, is its aim, which is 
called (worldly) experience (bhoga), that needs be attained. Thus, (for these reasons,) by 
the cessation of the introverted inner (mental) organs, or (which is implied by the word 
‘and’) the external (sensory) organs, which is the other category (of senses), those 
actions such as the will and the rest or the perceptions of outer objects, such as sound 
and the rest, do not arise as the means to attain the objectives (artha) of the individual 
soul, (as they would) were they to be in place. Just as when one out of the two who are 
carrying a palanquin departs, the act of carrying it is no (longer) seen (to take place). 

%7 See BhoKa 30. According to Aghorasiva, some of the materialist Lokayatas sustain 
this view. 
“8 Read vāsyādikartrā for vasyadi kartra. 
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cognitive consciousness (that possesses it). Thus, even if one accepts that the 
vital breath is the inner (mental) organ, one must necessarily accept the 
existence of another instrument that gives rise to cognitive consciousness and 
the rest, which is (its) product. That is said (in the Bhogakarika): 


‘Others consider the inner (mental) organ to be the vital breath, which is 
(empirically) manifest sentience (vyaktacetana). (However, the vital breath) is 
devoid of exertive force, (and so) how can it be an instrumental means to 
accomplish that? 

Surely (one may ask), as there is no difference with regards its internal 
(mental) nature, let there be just one inner (mental) organ; what is the use of its 
being three-fold? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


aaah Herat fao far | 
UHR Tafa Gea FHS 0 936 II 


avasáyo ‘bhimanas ca kalpaná ceti na kriyà | 
ekarüpà tatas tritvam yuktam antahkrtau sphutam ll 238 Il 


The ascertainment (avasáya) (of the intellect), the self-arrogation 
(abhimana) (of the ego), and the conceptualization (kalpana) (of the mind) 


^9 BhoKa 30. The printed edition reads prayatnair na for prayatnena. However, 


Aghorasiva comments on the reading found here. He says: anye lokdyataikadesah 
pranayanádivrttibhir. jivanàdihetubhütam | bhütaparinámavisesàd abhivyaktacetanam 
pranakhyam àntaram vàyum evantahkaranam ühuh | asya düsanam āha- 
prayatnair na vind so ‘sti tatsiddhau karanam tu kim | 30 ll 

prandtmanas tàvad vayoh kadacitkatvena prayatnapürvikà pravrttir drsyate | yad àhuh- 
prerandkarsane vayoh prayatnena vinà kutah (pra. và 1/54) iti | tatah sarrambh- 
ütmakaprayatnasiddhau kenàpi karanena bhavyam ity antahkaranasiddhih | vaksyati ca 
samrambho ‘hankrter vrttih iti W30 I 


“‘Others’ are those who are in the same place (in their views) as (the 
materialist) Lokayata, They say that (empirically) manifest sentience, which is called 
the vital breath (prüna) and is the inner wind, is itself the inner mental organ. This is 
because, due to a particular modification of the gross elements, it is the cause of life and 
the like, due to functions of (the vital breath) that impart life (pranayana) etc. (In the 
next line he points out) the defect of this (view). 


*(However, the vital breath) is devoid of exertive force, (and so) how can it be 
an instrumental means to accomplish that?’ (30cd) 


It is perceived that the activity of the wind, the nature of which is the vital 
breath, is occasional (that is, not constant), and so is preceded by (and based on a 
regularly intermittent) effort. As they say: ‘how can the wind (of the vital breath) be 
impelled and dragged back without effort? Thus, one must admit that in order to 
accomplish the effort which is (this) exertion, it must take place by means of some 
instrument. Thus, the inner mental organ is proved to exist. As he will say 'exertion is 
the activity of the ego’ (BhoKa 33c. Quoted above ad 9/231). 
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do not constitute a single (uniform) action. Clearly therefore, it is 
reasonable (to assert) that the inner mental organ is three-fold.” (238) 

Ascertainment (avasdya) (of the intellect), the self-arrogation 
(abhimána) (of the ego), and the conceptualization (kalpana) (of the mind) are 
separate and distinct (activities) and so *do not constitute a single (uniform) 
action'. The sense is that, even though the object of the ascertainment (of the 
intellect) of what is considered (by the ego) to be distinct (and differentiated 
from all) else (by the mind) is the same, (each has) a separate task (to perform). 
That is said (in the Bhogakarika): 


*(Mental) construction (kIrpti), reflection (mati) and recollection (smrti) 
~ these arise denoting different things, namely, the will, exertion and cognitive 
consciousness. Thus, the inner (mental) organ is three-fold.’*”! 


Surely then, (one may ask.) a sense organ cannot be unperceived. The 
intellect, like the mind and ego, is not perceptible (sarivedyà); so how is it 
reasonably possible for it to be an organ (of sense)? With this doubt in mind, he 
says: 


1a afar sumere sm | 
mmaa: 1 234 0 


na ca buddhir asarivedyà karanatvan mano yathd | 
pradhünavad asamvedyabuddhivadas tadujjhitah | 239 lI 


*? Cf. BhoKa 47 quoted by Jayaratha in the commentary. 

7" BhoKa 47. Read, as in the printed edition of the BhoKa, kirptir for klapir, and smrti 
ceti for syati$ caiva. Edition reads —bodhükhyàs for —bodhürthàs. According to 
Aghorasiva, this verse describes the three types of cognitive consciousness of the 
intellect (buddhibodha). He explains that: ‘there (in that case) (mental) construction 
(kirpti) means conceptualization (kalpana) and brilliant intelligence (pratibhà). 
Reflection (mati) is cogitation (manana), knowledge (jana) and ascertainment 
(adhyavasaya). In this way, the distinctions (within the) inner mental organ due to the 
diversity of the products of the will etc. is established. . . . Although there are secondary 
types of recollection and the rest, because their purpose is to give rise to cognitive 
consciousness, (they are are) a function (vrtti) of the intellect. However, the functions 
which are the will and the rest serve different purposes. (And so) they are separate 
(distinct) causes (of distinct effects). This is the sense (of this verse). Thus because of 
the diverse tasks of the will etc. the difference (between the components) of the inner 
mental organ is (proved and) established.’ These are the three standard buddhivritis 
taught in the treatises of the Saivasiddhanta, that are equivalent to the cittavrttis of the 
Yogasütra (1/6); namely, pramana (perception), viparyaya (misapprehension), vikalpa 
(thought construction), nidra (sleep) and smrti (memory). The term *vrtti has manifold 
interrelated meanings. One is simply ‘fluctuation’. The YSü famously defines Yoga as 
their blockage. Other relevant meanings are ‘mode of conduct’, ‘course of action’, 
‘behaviour’, ‘mode of being’, ‘nature’, ‘kind’, ‘character’, ‘disposition’, ‘state’, 
‘condition’, ‘being’, ‘existing’, and ‘occurring’ or ‘appearing’. Briefly, we can say that a 
vrtti of the mind (citta) or intellect (buddhi) is its state or condition, with its 
corresponding ‘function’ or ‘activity’.” 
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Moreover, the intellect is not (as some maintain)" imperceptible 
(asamvedya), because it is a sense organ, as is the mind. (A truly 
imperceptible entity), such as (Fundamental) Nature (pradhana), (is not a 
sense organ). Thus, the theory that the intellect is imperceptible thereby 
stands refuted. (239) 


"The theory that the intellect is imperceptible’ is accepted by the 
Sarmkhya. The logical formulation (prayoga) here (of that view) is as follows. 
The intellect is perceptible because it is an (inner) organ of sense. An organ of 
sense is perceptible, as is the mind. What is not perceptible is not an organ of 
sense, as is Fundamental Nature. The intellect is an organ of sense and therefore 
is perceptible. (If the) reason as to why it is perceptible is because it is 
associated with the qualities (of Nature), (our response is that) in this way? 
(this reason) is not (unequivocally) exclusive of all other (possibilities). Thus, 
such views should be ignored. (As Sadyojyotis has said): 


"The mind (citta) consisting, like (the other senses), of the (three) 
qualities (guna), is considered to be perceptible. And (so, to maintain the view 
that) the intellect (buddhi) is also imperceptible is (merely) gratuitous sophistry 
on your part.’ “”* 


7? According to Jayaratha, this is the view of the Sarnkhya. 


3 Read tathanena- for pradhünenà-. 

4 BhoKa 48. The printed edition of the BhoKa reads kiñcid isyate for cittam isyate, 
which is a better reading. 

anu prthivyádinàm visayatvena bhogyatvad indriyanam ca tadgrahanahetutvad astu 
bhogasadhanata, buddhes tu indriyārthasannikarşād @tmany utpadyamānāyāh 
sarnvedanariipatvan na bhogasddhanata, api tv atmagunataiveti naiyayikadayah, ata 
áha- 


'Surely, (someone may object that) the Earth and the rest (of the gross 
elements) are the objects of the senses and so are objects of experience, and moreover, 
as the senses are the cause of their perception (grahana), (for those reasons) let it be 
(agreed) that they are the means to (their) experience (bhoga). The intellect is not a 
means to experience (in this way) because it is not close to the objects of the senses 
(read indriyürthàsannikarsád for indriyarthasannikarsad) and because its nature is 
(sensory and mental) awareness (sarivedana) of what is generated within itself. Rather, 
as the Naiyayikas and others (maintain), it is a quality of the Self. Thus he says: 


tulye gundnvitatve tu sarnvedyam kificid isyate | 
buddhiscápi hyasamvedyà dhanya tarkikata tava | 48 ll 


"The mind (citta) consisting, like (the other senses), of the (three) qualities 
(guna), is considered to be perceptible. And (so, to maintain the view that) the intellect 
(buddhi) is also imperceptible is (merely) gratuitous sophistry on your part.’ 


ayam — abhiprayah = — — dvividho ‘tra bodho — 'dhyavasayatmako 
"nadhyavasáyátmakas ca | tatra yo ‘dhyavasayatmakah, sa sarvadà grahakarüpenaiva 
bhüsamünatvüd | ütmanah svabhāva eva |  yastv  anadhyavasayarüpah, sa 


utpattyapavargayogitvena  bhüsamánatvàn na  purisah svabhavah, nityasyanitya- 
svabhàvatvayogàt, tatsvabhavatve canityatvaprasangat | na ca nityo ‘nubhityate, tato na 
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Surely (one may ask), let this be so with regards to the inner (mental) 
organs; however, with regards to the (outer) organs of perception as also the 
ego, like the mind, what is the reason (nimitta) that they should have a fixed 
(determined) object? With this question in mind, he says: 


wega AR a aip: | 
"m A pu a À aANT p wo II 


Sabdatanmatrahetutvavisista ya tv ahamkrtih | 
sd Srotre karanam yavad ghrane gandhatvabhedità || 240 ll 


When this product of the ego is qualified as the cause of the 
sensation (tanmdtra) of sound, it (operates) as the sense organ (karana) 
within the ear. (Similarly,) insofar as (that is so) when it is associated (and 
qualified separately) (bhedita) with the (sensation of) smell, (it operates as 
the sense organ) within the nose. (240) 


In the case of the mind (manas) it has produced, the condition of the 
ego as the instigator (of the senses)*” is its special (specific) characteristic as the 
agent of (all) the subtle elements, without distinction. However, in the case of 
the (five) cognitive senses, (it operates) in a restricted manner in such a way that 


they (each) have (their specific) fixed object. As is said (in the Tantrasara): 


purisah. svabhàva iti | yasya sah svabhavah sā buddhir bhavanam adhyavasáyato- 
tpadika dharmajüünádyastagunà buddhir iti | tata$ ca visayüdhyavasayarüpatvád 
bhavapratyayatmand sattvadigunatrayanvitena svarüpena bhogyatvac ca buddher api 
sarnvedyataiva, na tv àtmagunatvam | 


"This is the intended sense: consciousness (bodha) is of two kinds — 
determinate (adhyavasáyatmaka) and indeterminate (anadhyavasdyatmaka). There, the 
one that is determinate always s s as the perceiver (gráhaka), and so is the essential 
nature of the Self. The one that is indeterminate manifests in association with (the 
liberating) cessation (apavarga) of the arising (of binding determinate perceptions), and 
so is not the essential nature of the individual soul, because that which is transitory 
(anitya) by nature is not associated with what is eternal. If that were to be the nature (of 
indeterminate consciousness), the undesired consequence would be that it is not eternal. 
Nor is (the individual soul) experienced as being eternal. Thus, it is not the essential 
nature of the individual soul. That of which it is the essential nature is the intellect. The 
intellect, that possesses eight qualities, that is, dharma, knowledge and the rest, 
generates the determinate perception (adhyavasaya) of phenomena (bhava). Thus, the 
intellect also is an object of perception (sarnvedya), not a quality of the soul. This is 
because its nature is the determinate perception of objects of sense, as it is essentially 
the perception of phenomena. (Moreover,) as it possesses the three qualities (of Prakrti), 
sattva and the rest, it is, by its very nature, an object of experience.’ 


The argument adopted by Sadyojyotis is inconclusive, because Prakrti also 
consists of the three qualities, but is not for that reason perceptible. 
75 Read prayojakatvam for prayojakam. 
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*In the case of the mind (manas) (it has) produced, (the ego, which is 
its) creator, is endowed with the capacity to generate all the subtle elements, 
whereas in the case of the sense of hearing, it is qualified by the capacity to 
generate (only the subtle element of) sound, (and so on with rest of the senses) 
up to that of smell, in which case it is endowed with the capacity to generate 
(just the subtle element) of smell. ** 


As they are produced by the ego in this way, the (sense organs) are 
restricted (to their own specific) fields (of operation) (visaya). The sense of 
hearing apprehends just sound alone, not tactile sensations and the rest; the skin 
just tactile sensations alone, not (anything) else, (and so on) up to the sense of 
smell (that apprehends just) odour alone. As for those who, on the contrary, say 
that ‘that which is born from my ego (aharikrt) is not the cause of the constraint 
(that each sense should have its own particular object)", have not understood 
(our) description (nirüpana) of that ego's nature. 

Surely (one may ask), others (i.e. the Naiyayikas) have said that (the 
senses) are derived from the gross elements, because the restrictions (inherent) 
in the relationship between the perceiver and the perceived cannot be logically 
explained otherwise. As they say: 


"The senses of smell, taste, sight, touch and hearing are (derived) from 
the gross elements.“ 


Thus, as it is made of Earth, the sense of smell apprehends odour alone, 
not flavour and the rest, (and so on) up to the sense of hearing which, because 


76 TSà p. 87. 

“” BhoKà 4lab. According to Aghorasiva, the Siddhüntin commentator, the ego is 
understood by these others concretely as a material cause of the senses, which is not 
how it is understood here, that is, as the agent of the activity of the senses. Aghorasiva 
explains: 


"Although it has been stated that (all the senses) are equally produced by the 
ego, how is it that the senses have different tasks (to perform)? Accepting (in response 
to this question) that this should be so, because the sense of hearing and the rest arise 
variously, as happens with pieces of raw sugar and refined sugar that are 
transformations of sugarcane juice, dependent on the constraint that (each) perceives (its 
own corresponding object), namely, sound and the rest, we accept that it is Karma, 
which bestows the goals of (each individual's life), that regulates (these 
correspondences). Thus he says: 


"that which is born from my ego (aharikàra) is not the cause of the constraint 
(that each sense should have its own particular object) which bestows the goals of (each 
individual's life). (Rather,) Karma. which is impelled by Siva (bhava), is the cause (of 
this)." 


We do not accept that the cause of the constraint that (each organ of sense must 
have its own) object (of sense) is born from the ego. Rather (the cause is) Karma which 
is presided over by Siva." 

?* Nyayasütra 1/1/12. So Earth > smell, Water > taste, Fire > sight. Air > touch and 
Space > hearing. 
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its nature is Space, apprehends (only) sound, not touch and the rest. (But we 
maintain that that view) is not sound. Thus he says: 


Utrera Panesar | 


bhautikatvam ato ‘py astu niyamdd visayesv alam | 


Thus, enough (of this view that the senses) are of a gross, material 
nature, (simply) because of their necessary connection with (their specific) 
objects.” (241ab) 


It has been established that the (senses apprehend their own) fixed 
(specific object) because they are generated from the ego, which is (variously) 
specified by each particular (sensorial) function (vytti). ‘Thus, enough’ of what 
other say, namely, that (the senses) ‘are of gross, material nature because of 
their necessary connection with (their specific) objects’. The meaning is that 
this (view) is not worth talking about at all. 

If one were to say this, then Air should be perceivable by the sense of 
touch, because it has (its) same (material) nature, and that is not the view (you) 
have chosen, because (it is commonly) accepted that Air cannot be apprehended 
(by the senses). (Now,) a substance (dravya) that is visible and can be touched 
is apprehensible by two senses. And Air is (such) a substance, so how is it that it 
could become apprehensible by (just one) organ of sense (i.e. touch)? Moreover, 
the sense of touch should not be able to apprehend the three substances Earth 
(Water and Fire) and the tactile sensations associated with them, the 
characteristics of which are such as explained (previously), because its 
(material) nature is Air, and also because it has been said that there is a 
restriction on the relationship between the perceiver and the perceived, in accord 
with the progressive advance of the nature (prakrti) (of the elements in their 
natural serial order, such that the succeeding members cannot apprehend the 
previous or subsequent ones). Similarly, the sense of sight, the substance of 
which is Fire, should apprehend (only) the form associated with it, not Earth and 
the rest also (that it senses), because Fire is its material nature. In this way, an 
action, universal, or the inherence (that relates a substance to its necessary 
inherent qualities), should not be directly perceptible to the senses, because the 
senses are of a gross, material nature, and are not of the same nature (as action 
etc.). (But even so,) all that is perceived. Therefore, one should say that the 
senses do not have a gross, material nature. As the Bhogakarikas (teach): 


"There are four (forms of) tactile sensation that pertain to the (element) 
Air, associated in due order with four substances (i.e. Earth, Water, Fire and 
Air). (The sense of touch) perceives three (of these) substances, not Air.*^ 


*? Cf. BhoKa 37: ‘Others maintain that the cognitive organs of sense are of a gross 
material nature because they are necessarily linked to (their own corresponding) objects, 
for a reason that is not proved.” 

4 BhoKa 38. The printed edition of the Bhogaka: reads marutà tvacd instead of 
marutah kramat, and the second line reads dravyany aniyatam caiva grhnati marutà 
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Moreover, the sense of sight (perceives) three substances (i.e. Earth 
Water and Fire) and the forms within them. Thus, no fixed rule is conceived to 
exist with regard to the senses and (their) objects (such that each sense organ 
has only its own specific type of object).**! 

(Another defect in this view is that) because (the senses are gross and) 
material, clearly there would be no conceptions (buddhi) that can come by way 
of the senses of embodied beings of Karma, universals and inherence.'** 

Surely (one may ask), you have thus refuted (the view that the senses 
have a gross) material nature, because you have explained in another way the 
reason given for this, namely (each of the senses) is subject to the fixed 
condition dictated by its nature and so has (its own) fixed object. What then is 
the sound reason (that this is so), if (the senses are accepted to be) produced by 
the ego? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


sé nf aA feramíremfeufafe 1 2v? od 
eM Megas TEE ROW | 


ahar $rnomi paśyāmi jighramityadisamvidi ll 241 Il 
aharitünugamád ühankürikatvam sphutam sthitam | 


It is clear that they are produced by the ego, because the (forms of) 
perception *Ihear", “I see" or “I smell" and the like are (always) 
associated with the ego." (241cd-242ab) 


(By the expression) ‘and the like’, “I touch" and “I taste" (are meant). 
(This is) ‘clear’ means that it is proved by one’s own experience. 

Their nature as instruments (of perception) is established, because (the 
senses) are products of the ego, and not otherwise. Thus he says: 


POT Fh FAAATA: od vx? II 
"pdfáfi po tiara at a: | 


samam instead of dravyanam tritayam caiva grhnáti na ca mürutam. Thus, the verse 
there mean: 


‘(The sense of touch) apprehends four (forms of) tactile sensation, associated 
with four substances (i.e. Earth, Water, Fire and Air), along with Air and the sense of 
touch (included amongst them)." 

#81 Ibid. 39. Read with the printed edition, ka/pyate for kalpane. 

+? [bid. 40. Aghorasiva explains: ‘accepting that (the senses are each) fixed to (just one 
corresponding) object, in order to establish that the senses are (gross and) material, 
(entails that) no conceptions could arise by means of them of Karma, universals and 
inherence, which are entities the existence of which you accept are separate from the 
elements and (their) qualities.” 

55 Thus, as the senses are all associated with the ego, that differentiates them one from 
the other, it is not necessary to suppose that hearing, for example, is related to sound 
alone, because it is generated from Space, of which sound is a quality. 
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karanatvam ato yuktam kartramSasprktvayogatah | 242 || 
kartur vibhinnam karanam preryatvat karanam kutah | 


Therefore, it is reasonable to maintain (yukta) that their status as 
instruments of action (karana) depends on their contact with an aspect of 
the agent. An instrument of action which is independent (vibhinna) of the 
agent would be an object of the impulse (of some other principle). Thus, 
how could it be an instrument (of action of that agent)? (242cd-243ab) 


Therefore, it is reasonable to maintain (yukta) that their status as 
instruments of action (karana) is because they are produced by the ego, (and 
also because) they are penetrated by the reflective awareness of the ego 
(ahamparamarsa) and make contact with an aspect of the agent. Otherwise, if 
one prefers (to maintain) that the instrument of action is independent (vibhinna) 
of the agent, ‘it would be an object of the impulse (of some other principle). 
Thus, how could it be an instrument (of action of that agent)?’ Rather, as it 
is the object of impulse, (it would be) an action (not an agent of action). This is 
the meaning. 

Nor is it possible for there to be action without an instrument (by means 
of which it takes place), and so there (in that case), one needs to seek another 
instrument (to account for it), and as that is independent of the agent, it can only 
be an object of (its own) impulse. If there were to be another instrument there 
(in that case), that would entail an infinite regress (as that too would require 
another instrument to impel it and so on). Thus he says: 


RUAN waaay: 1 2¥3 od 


karanantaravamchayam bhavet tatranavasthitih || 243 || 


As another instrument is required (to impel it and that another), in 
that case (fatra) there would be an infinite regress. (243cd) 


In this way, gripped by (the false) notion that (he is) the body and the 
rest (of the psychophysical organism), the perceiver is contracted, having 
separated his own body (from the totality of the field of consciousness) by 
himself, by virtue of (its) contact with (his) subjectivity (ahanta). Thus, 
although (just) parts of one’s own (body), the sense of hearing and the rest (of 
the senses) are rendered into the means to (execute) the act of perception 
(alocana) etc., with sound etc. as (their) objects.*** He says that: 


Ta THRTSSUURD md xd Tea ay: | 
aa waist ued AT I ex I 


tasmat svatantryayogena kartā svarn bhedayan vapuh | 


for kartrasa-. 
aya for Sabdadivisayaya. 
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karmamSasparSsinam svamsam karanikurute svayam || 244 || 


Therefore, the agent, by virtue of (his) link with the freedom (of 
consciousness), differentiating his own body (vapus) by himself 
(spontaneously) (svayam), fashions that part of himself which is in contact 
with the active (objective) aspect (karmarisa) into an instrument of action. 
(244) 


"Therefore', because it is not logically possible that an instrument be 
separate from the agent (who makes use of it). (His) "link with the freedom (of 
consciousness)’ is penetration (avesa) into (his) state as an agent. This is the 
meaning. ‘That part of himself’, that is, the sense of hearing and the rest (of 
the senses) *which is in contact with the active (objective) aspect', that is, 
which is associated (samibaddha) with sound and the other objects (of the 
senses). 

Surely (one may ask), if that is so, how is it that, for example, when (the 
agent acts in such a way that we say) “he cuts with a knife", the knife, although 
separate from the agent, serves as an instrument (of his action)? With this doubt 
in mind, he says: 


ROAM AMATI TT: | 
PURIST aA mma I wv odi 


karanikrtatatsvamsatanmaytbhavanavasat | 
karanikurute ‘tyantavyatiriktam kuthàravat I| 245 ll 


(The agent) converts something else quite distinct from himself, for 
example, a knife, into an instrument (of his activity) by considering it to be 
coextensive (tanmayibhavana) with that aspect of himself that has (also 
been thus) transformed into an instrument. (245) 


The contracted perceiver considers a part of himself to be coextensive 
with an aspect of himself, such as the senses of knowledge and action, that has 
been (thus) transformed into an instrument (for his use). (This is) the notion 
(abhimàna) (he has) that it is undivided from him. By the power (of that 
identification, he) converts something else which, in relation to (his) hand and 
the other (organs of action which are limbs of his body), is completely distinct 
from himself, such as a knife, ‘into an instrument of his activity’. The 
meaning is that he makes it into the best means to (execute) the act of cutting. 
(Thus,) it is established that the aspect of himself that the agent has separated 
(from himself) in this same way becomes a primary instrument (of his activity). 


He says that: 
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Impure Knowledge and the Force of Limited Agency 


èa facer wmm muvi Wu og 
IÀ db qp AAR HoT HOA Il Y di 


tenüsuddhaiva vidyasya samanyam karanam purà | 
jfiaptau krtau tu samanyam kala karanam ucyate || 246 Il 


Thus, initially, (the soul’s) generic instrument with respect to its 
cognition is impure Knowledge, and with regards to (its) action, it is said to 
be the Force (of limited agency).*^ (246) 


‘Initially’ means ‘before’. The particular extension (prasara) of the 
body's (functions), namely, the organs of knowledge and action etc., (manifests) 
after (and from) (impure) Knowledge (vidya) and the Force (of limited agency) 
(kala) (respectively). 

Surely (one may ask), the Force (of limited agency) is everywhere said 
to be the agency that impels (the individual soul) to action (prayojakakartrtva); 
so how is it that it is defined (in this context) as an instrument (of the individual 
soul)? Thus he says: 


ay ARA meu. added | 
wer rei fe free: ETE: d sve odd 


nanu $rimanmatangádau kalayah kartrtodità | 
tasyam satyam hi vidyadyah karanatvarhatajusah | 247 ll 


But surely (someone may object at this point) that according to the 
venerable Matangatantra etc., (limited) agency arises from the Force (of 
limited agency), and it is only when that exists that (impure) Knowledge 
and the rest become fit to be instruments of action.*” (247) 


The sense is that the condition of being an instrument and the like 
pertains to those (entities) that are employed by an agent. 
He replies (to this objection): 


semi ada nme waist gd 
wur feat oq remi wma: Raa: d exe 1 


ucyate kartrtaivoktà karanatve prayojikà | 
tayā vind tu nanyesam karananam sthitir yatah | 248 || 


?* Quoted below in TAv ad 10/12cd-17. 
“87 See above, 9/183 and 190cd. 
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(In reply to this objection, we) say that (the Force (of limited 
agency)) is said to be the agency present in the instrument (of sense) which 
is the directing (causal) agent (prayojika)."" This is because none of the 
other instruments (of sense) could exist without it." (248) 


‘Present in the instrument (of sense)’ means ‘when the instrument (of 
sense) is present’. (The Force (of limited agency) as) ‘the directing (causal) 
agent’ is (its) main (aspect), whereas its condition as an instrument (of sense) is 
the secondary one. The meaning (of this verse) is thus established (and clear). 
The reason why its state as the agent is primary is by way of its being (separate 
and distinct). ‘This is because none of the other instruments (of sense) could 
exist without it." 

By defining that (Force (of limited agency) as) the agency which impels 
(the individual soul) to action, it does not belong to the category (to which) an 
instrument belongs. Thus he says: 


Ae: AAT TA YAH FAT | 


atah samanyakaranavargat tatra prthak krtà | 


This is the reason why (the Matangatantra and other texts) 
considered it to be separate from the category to which generic instruments 
(of perception) belong.” (249ab) 


(The Force (of limited agency) is) *considered . . . to be separate" 
(from the category to which generic instruments (of perception) belong) because 
(its condition as a specific) instrument (of perception) is not primary. 

Surely (one may ask), if that is so, how is it that because, like (impure) 
Knowledge, it makes contact with the aspect which is the agent, it is said that 
the Force (of limited agency) is the primary instrument (of perception)? With 
this doubt in mind, he says: 


ferui fem fe wmm sem fem fef: d eee odi 
wor frat a Temm mde aa TA: | 
wore Tat: Fat Pet qemwi fag: d 3o | 


vidyam vind hi nanyesam karananam nijà sthitih 249 Il 


*55 A causal, directing agent — prayojaka (lit. ‘that which establishes and impels to a 
goal’) is that which impels an agent to act in a particular way for some purpose. An 
instrument of action is required for the agent to implement and attain the goal to which 
it has been impelled by the causal agent. 

“ That is without the impelling agency of the Force (of limited agency), which is 
converted into the senses. 

* Read atah sdmanya- for ato 'sámünya-. The Force (of limited agency) is 
metaphorically said to be the generic instrument, whereas, in reality, it is the agent 
which impels to action. According to Jayaratha, the Force (of limited agency) is in the 
primary sense the causal agent, and only secondarily the instrument of action. 
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kala vind na tasyàs ca kartrtve jfiatrtà yatah | 
kalavidye tatah purnso mukhyam tat karanam viduh | 250 1l 


Without (the principle of impure) Knowledge (vidya),"' the other 
instruments (of sense) would have no (independent) existence (sthiti) of 
their own. Without the Force (of limited agency), that (principle of impure 
Knowledge) would not (exist), because cognitive subjectivity (jfatrta) 
(exists) when agency (exists). Accordingly, (the wise) know that the Force 
(of limited agency) and (impure) Knowledge are (together) the soul's 
principal instrument (of action and cognition). (249cd-250) 


"The other' external and internal senses are separate to some degree 
from the agent. The sense (of this verse) is that, although they differ (from the 
agent) to a certain degree, by considering (bhāvanayā) them to be undivided 
from (impure) Knowledge etc. that are parts of oneself (svariéa) (as the 
individual agent and perceiver), they (serve) as instruments (of action and 
perception). Moreover, that (impure) Knowledge has no (independent) existence 
(of its own). (This is) ‘because cognitive subjectivity (jfatrta) (exists) when 
agency (exists)'. The sense is that, without the agent (of action), there would be 
no agent of the act of perception (jñānakriyā) also. ‘Accordingly’, because the 
status of (impure) Knowledge as an instrument also depends on the Force (of 
limited agency). That which is dependent is the instrument of something else 
(which is the agent), and that (instrument is) also seen (sometimes) to possess 
an instrument, as is, for example, a knife, that depends on the hand.*? 

Surely (one may ask), take for example the sense of sight in relation to 
form — in what circumstance is the status (of the sense of sight) as an instrument 
(of perception) observed by discriminating between the two? With this doubt in 
mind, he says, indicating what was said before as the reason (for this): 


ad ve faéppfr afeattea: afa 
ST Tg STMT AA TTT 35$ di 


ata eva vihine ‘pi buddhikarmendriyaih kvacit | 
andhe paħgau rüpagatiprakaso na na bhasate | 251 Il 


Thus, although the blind man's senses are deficient, it is not the 
case that form does not manifest in part to him in some circumstances. 
Similarly, it is not so that the lame man, deficient in his organs of action, 
does not experience motion (at all). (251) 


"Thus', because the Force (of limited agency) and (impure) Knowledge 
are the primary instruments (of the contracted, individual subject by means of 
which he acts and perceives), ‘in some circumstances’, that is, occasionally at 
some time, (even one who is blind or lame sees something and moves). This is 


??! This verse follows on from verse 246. The verses in between are an aside. 
^? Read hastadhinakaranabhavakutharadivat for hastadhinakaranabhavadatradivat. 


238 CHAPTER NINE 


the meaning. The blind and lame man are examples indicative of (any) 
deficiency in the cognitive senses and organs of action. It is not the case (that 
form) does not manifest (to a blind man); rather, it does do so (to some limited 
extent). This is the meaning. 

Surely (one may ask), if, for example, form may manifest to the blind, 
that means that there is no need for the sense organs of perception and action. 
With this doubt in mind, he says: 


fag WIHTTSRUIHOTAEDT WEN d 
STAT wars: fuf TTT 11 242 odi 


kirntu sámünyakaranabalàd vedye ‘pi tadrsi | 
rüpasàmánya evandhah pratipattim prapadyate ll 252 || 


However, insofar as this takes place by the power (bala) of their 
generic organs (of knowledge and action respectively), their object is 
similarly (generic); thus the blind man (for example) perceives colour in a 
generic form (rupasamünya), (and nothing more). (252) 


The form etc. of the things that are behind and to the sides of Mount 
Meru are for those who are blind also, as they are for us, manifest in a generic 
(non-specific) way. When something manifests in an undefined form etc., they 
(like us) do not engage with (that) outer entity. 

Having explained that by the way, he goes on to discuss the main point. 


The Organs of Action 


ad Wa aes Taare | 
mia aentrorqrensts af 11 243 ou 


tata eva tv ahankarat tanmatrasparsino ‘dhikam | 
karmendriyàni vakpanipayipasthanghri jajüire V 253 Il 


The organs of action, namely, speech, the hand, the organs of 
excretion, the genitals and the feet, arise from this same product of the ego 
when it is in greater contact with the subtle elements (of sense data).* 
(253) 


(The organs of action arise) ‘from this product of the ego’ mentioned 
previously as having three aspects (skandha)."" This is the meaning. Surely 
(one may ask), it was said that that contact with the subtle elements takes place 
also when the ego is predominantly sattvika. Thus, what is the difference 


#3 The cognitive organs of sense arise due a prominence of sattva in the tripartite ego 
(aharikàra). Similarly, the organs of action arise from the ego when rajas predominates, 
™ See above, 9/233. 
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between that and this (contact)? With this doubt in mind, he says that it is 
'greater'. The meaning is that, even though that contact (with the subtle 
elements) begins on the plane of cognition, in this case it is predominantly one 
of action, and so ultimately results in (the generation of a) product of action 
(kürya). (The ego's) rajasika (aspect) is made manifest by this. That is said (in 
the Mrgendratantra): 

*(The organs of action, namely) speech, the hands, genitals, anus and 
feet, are born from rajas. They are associated with action and so are rdjasika. It 
is the ego which in this case has undergone transformation (vaikarika).'** 

And as he will say: 

(Some) have said that this group of senses originates from the rdjasika 
ego." ^ 

Again, in this case as before, he clarifies (how the organs of action) are 
products of the ego because they are penetrated by it (ahamkürànuvedhát). 


wee meme] fags soft a 1 
sft ain arden ait g TA Hg eux odi 


*5 MrT vidyapada 12/4. The previous verse, which lists the six organs of perception 
(buddhindriya) that are derived from the sattvika ego, is quoted above ad 9/234. Cf. 
SümKa 25 quoted above and below ad 9/271cd-272ab. This and associated verses 
quoted above in note to Aghorasiva quotes both verses together in his commentary 
(vrtti) on the Tattvapraká$a v 55. He introduces them saying: 


tatra teşu madhydat taijasd.ahankaran | manobuddhindriyani jayante, vaikārikāt 
karmend) i, bhütüder api tanmatranityarthah | na ca taijasato mana eva vaikārikād 
ubhayarüpanindriyàniti vyakhyeyam, mülavacanavirodhàd yuktivirodhácca | sattvasya 
prakásarüpatvena bodhahetutvam, rajasah kriyahetutvarn yuktam | 


"There amongst them, mind (manas), intellect and the senses are born from 
taijasa ego. The organs of action from the vaikürika (ego), and so too the gross 
elements, (from which are generated) the subtle elements. This is the meaning. One 
should not explain that Mind (manas) alone is (generated) from the taijasa (ego), and 
the senses of both natures from the vaikdrika (ego). This is because it would contradict 
the root statement, and is (also) contrary to reason. As sattva is light by nature, it is the 
cause of the intellect. (Analogously.) it is sound (to maintain that) rajas is the cause 
action (and the associated senses)." 

Similarly, commenting on the previous verse, Narayanakantha says concerning 
the senses of perception: srotradibuddhindriyapaficakasya manasa$ ca prabodhavattvat 
praküsünvayo ‘sti, atah sáttvika ete devah | sa ca sáttvika eva | tatprakrtir 
ahanküraskandhas taijaso nama jneyah | vakpanipadapayipasthah parica rajasa devah 
| tesarn karmendriyatvat rajobahulo vaikarikakhyo ‘hankaraskandhah prakrtibhütah ll 


‘The five organs of perception, that is, hearing and the rest as well as mind 
(manas), are like awakened consciousness (prabodha), and so are developments 
(anvaya) of Light, and so these gods are sáttvika. And that (light) is also sartvika. One 
should know taijasa is of that nature as a part of the ego (ahankaraskandha). Speech, 
hands, feet, genitals and anus are the five rajasic deities. They are organs of action, and 
so have much rajas, and are called the mutated (vaikdrika) part of the ego by nature." 

*** Below, 9/27 lab. 
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vacmy àdade tyajamy àsu visrjami vrajami ca | 
iti yà ‘hamkriya karyaksamà karmendriyam tu tat | 254 I| 


The organs of action are aspects of the action of the ego 
(ahamkriya), which is capable of producing the result (represented by the 
notions that) “I speak,” “I pick up”, “I abandon", “I emit” and “I move 
quickly". (254) 


**T emit" (the vital seed) because it is the fruit of the bliss of emission. 
Surely, subjectivity (ahantd) penetrates through the sense organs of cognition 
also, so what is the difference between them and these (organs of action)? With 
this doubt in mind, he says that (the ego) ‘is capable of producing the result’ 
(represented by these notions). Although they are the products of the activity of 
the ego, the sense of indicating that (the ego) is on the same level is that it is just 
the support (of the activity of each sense organ), not the sense organ (itself). 

Thus he says: 


a fepcanf cua: PANAR: | 


tena cchinnakarasyasti hastah karmendriyatmakah | 


Thus, the hand continues to exist as an organ of action of one whose 
(physical) hand has been cut off. (255ab) 


"Thus', because it is the activity of the ego that can produce (this) 
result. This is the meaning. (In this way,) it is established that the activity of the 
ego has all the body as its support, and those (organs of action) are also such 
(that is, pervade the body). As he will say: 


"Therefore, they say that the organs of action, like the skin, pervade all 
the body but function primarily in their (own particular) place... . °” 


"The hand continues to exist as an organ of action'. The function (of 
an organ of action) is independent of its (immediately) visible basis (e.g. the 
hand, in the case of the act of grasping). (In fact, it is itself) the basis (of its 
function), as an aspect of the agent. 

Surely (one may ask), if that is so, how is it that the activity (vyavahàra) 
of the five fingers (functions) as the organ (of action called) the hands? With 
this doubt in mind, he says: 


TA TEMS wi ag: mu: d xut odi 


tasya pradhanadhisthanam param pañcāħgulih karah ll 255 Il 


The (physical) hand consisting of five fingers is merely its principal 
locus. (255cd) 


3 Below, 9/260cd-261a. 
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(By saying that the hand is) the ‘principle (locus)’, he indicates 
implicitly that there is another secondary locus (of the organ of action called the 
hands). Thus, it is possible for one who, for example, has no hands to pick 
(something) up with (his) mouth. 

Surely (one may ask), animals, for example, can pick (things) up with 
(their) mouth. However, that is not (equivalent to) the organ of action (called) 
the hand. The body, which is the abode of (their) worldly experience, bestows 
(upon them) the experience which is the fruit of each (of their) actions 
(karman), by means of each of its own limbs (thus there are no specific organs 
of action). With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Went gee aa aq ai femp | 
a ma aot fear fa dyad fra I Rug 1 


mukhenapi yad Gdadnam tatra yat karanam sthitam | 
sa pdnir eva karanam vinà kim sambhavet kriyà || 256 II 


Picking up (something) with (one's) mouth also (indicates that) an 
organ of action is present there. This is the hand. Without an instrument, 
how could action be possible? (256) 


(The organ of action) ‘is present there’ in the act of picking up. (This 
is what it is.) It is not said to be the mouth or the like. In this case, the use of the 
instrumental case (when he says ‘with (ones) mouth’) denotes the organ of 
action that is present in a material entity (prakrtyartha). The mouth is a material 
entity. It is not proper for it to be (considered to be a) sense organ because, as its 
nature is material, it does not make contact with an aspect of the (sentient) agent 
(kartrarisa). Nor is the sense organ completely united with the agent. This was 
logically established previously. Thus, one must accept that some basis for that 
(action) exists which is characterized by that (action) and makes contact with an 
aspect of the agent, where the sense of the instrumental (as when one says "I 
grasp with my mouth") ultimately amounts to the condition of an organ (of 
action), and that (in this case) is said to be the hand. (Accordingly, he says that) 
‘this is the hand’. Thus, the intended sense (of the word) ‘hand’ and the like is 
just the basis (of that action, rather than the hands themselves)."* As is said by 
others: 


‘one does perceive (some) subtle movement and (the act of) picking up 
(even) in the case of those whose hands and feet have been severed.”*” 


Surely, (one may ask): the visible face, for example, is a fashioned 
(entity) (K/pta), (whereas) an organ of action is not visible and can (only) be 
imagined (Kalpya). (It is said that) ‘when there is a contradiction between a 
fashioned (entity) and one that is imagined, (one should know that) the 


5 Read adhisthünamátre for adhisthanamatra. 
*? Nyayamafjari chapter 8. 
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fashioned one has the form of a fashioned (entity). In accord with this 
principle, it is sound in this case that it has the form of a fashioned (entity). Has 
this been stated? With this doubt in mind, he says *without an instrument, how 
could action be possible?’ The mouth, for example, is fashioned as a part (of 
the body), not as an organ of action. It is said that it is not appropriate that its 
condition be such (ie. an organ of action) Thus, one should conceive 
something else to be the organ of action, as no action is possible that does not 
have an instrument (by means of which it can take place). 

In this way, conceiving (the existence) of the cognitive senses would 
also be fruitless. Thus he says: 


WWW q qeu fx NNUS d 
tathabhave tu buddhyaksair api kim syat prayojanam | 


And if it were so (that action without an instrument to implement it 
is possible), what use would the organs of perception be?™ (257ab) 


Surely (one may ask), the senses depend upon intellect (in order to 
function). Thus, the act of picking up and the like is dependent on the senses. So 
what is this? It is as if with (just) hope (alone) all is accomplished. With this 
doubt in mind, he says: 


vH aorta frarcafefa read 11 24 od 
wort g ai ted cfe faea: | 


darsanam karanadpeksam kriyatvad iti cocyate |l 257 |l 
parair gamau tu karanam nesyate ceti vismayah | 


Others say that sight requires an organ of sense (to implement it) 
because it is an action, but walking does not. This (view is truly) surprising. 
(257cd-258ab) 


The ‘others’ are the Naiyayikas and the like (who hold the same view). 
They say that ‘the act of perceiving smell," for example, (is invariably) 
preceded by (and depends on) an organ of sense”? because it is an action, like 
the act of cutting (that requires a tool to execute it). By ‘walking’ is meant 
the act of walking, which is the function of the organ (of action called the) feet 
(padendriya). This serves implicitly as an example (upalaksana) of (all bodily 
activity, such as) ‘taking’ and the like. (The Naiyayika’s view is) ‘surprising’ 


5" In other words: If we can act without having to make use of the organs of action, why 
should we also not be able to perceive objects without the organs of sense? 

?" Read with MSs Ch, Ñ, Th, and D, gandhádyupalabdhi- for gandhadyapalabdhi-. 

5? karanapürvikà — ‘preceeded by an organ of sense’. Every act of sensory perception 
must invariably be preceded by the presence of the organ of sense through which it 
takes place. 

50 This line is not from the Nyayasütra. Maybe it is drawn from the Nyayamajari. 
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(because) in this way the cause of action would not be uniformly the same, 
(which would mean that) the act of walking could also take place without being 
preceded by (and depending on) an instrument (to implement it). Thus, it would 
not be possible to establish that the act of seeing is also preceded by (and 
dependent on) an instrument (to implement it). This is (indeed an) astonishing 
(view) the Naiyayika (sustains), — one that even as it connects together here (the 
act of perception with the Self), it severs (that connection) elsewhere (in the 
case of bodily action). 

This is the great wonder, namely, that according to that philosophy, 
walking and the rest are five kinds of action, (whereas) perception (jñāna) and 
the rest are nine kinds of special qualities of the Self." There (according to 
them), even if it is a main form of action, walking is not preceded by (and 
dependent on) an instrument (of action), (whereas) cognition, which is a quality 
(of the Self), is preceded by (and dependent on) an instrument (of perception). 
(This indeed) is a unique definition (of the relationship between the senses, 
perception and action)! 

He says that: 


TAAN qued AOE d 24 odi 
qin: fear cer darme d 


gamanotksepanüdini mukhyarn karmopalambhanam || 258 I| 
punar gunah kriyà tv esa vaiyakaranadarsane | 


(According to the Vaisesikas,) walking, raising the hand and the 
like are the main (forms of) action. Moreover, (they maintain that) 
perception is a quality (of the soul). The grammarians, however, (rightly) 
consider this to be action (also). (258cd-259ab) 


‘Perception’ is cognition, the nature of which is seeing. As is said (in 
the Vaisesikasütra): 


‘casting upwards (urksepa), casting down (üvaksepa) bending 
(akufcana), stretching (prasdrana) and moving (gamana) are the five 
actions," 55 


‘Cognition (buddhi), suffering (duhkha), pleasure (sukha), desire 
(iccha), aversion (dvesa) exertion (prayatna), reflection (bhàvana) on 
righteousness (dharma) and unrighteousness (adharma), are particular qualities 
of the soul.” 


5% See commentary to the following verse. 

75 The text here reads: utkşepanāvakşepanākuñcanaprasāraņagamanāni pañcaiva 
karmani | It is a variant of Vaisesikasütra 1/1/7: utksepanam avaksepanam akuficanarn 
prasáranari gamanam iti karmani | 

5% Cf. Vaisesikasütra 11/6: riiparasagandhasparsah samkhyah parimanani prthaktvam 
samyogavibhagau paratvaparatve buddhayah sukhaduhkhe icchádvesau prayatnas ca 
gunah | 
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Surely, (the grammarians may object), the meaning of the root ‘to 
know’ is an action, which is perception (jñāna), not a quality (of the soul, as the 
Naiyáyikas maintain) Thus he says, ‘the grammarians, however, (rightly) 
consider this to be action (also). By saying this, the grammarians are not 
criticizing (the Naiyayikas). It is (merely) a conventional rule that a root denotes 
(verbal) action. Whereas the Naiyayika and others (who agree with them) 
consider cognition (jana) to be amongst the group of qualities of the soul. How 
can he (logically) justify this denotation? Thus, this (view) contradicts what he 
himself says, namely, that although it is a quality, cognition is an action, and so 
it is acknowledged that it is preceded by (and dependent on) an instrument (of 
perception); but this is not the case with (bodily) motion and the like, even 
though it is an action." 

He says just that: 


far mp: career ay 1 242 di 
smi menfem wnsupefagfenm | 


kriyà karanapürveti vyaptyà karanapürvakam || 259 || 
jidnam nàdànam ity etat sphutam ündhyavijrmbhitam | 


(The Naiyàyika's) view is that perception requires an instrument, 
because (every) action invariably does so. (However, he maintains) that the 
act of grasping (ãdāna) does not. (This view) is clearly a consequence (of 
his) blindness! (259cd-260ab) 


‘(This view) is clearly) a consequence (of his) blindness!’. The 
meaning is that (the Naiyayika’s blindness) is the delusion (he suffers from), 
which is the lack of reflection on (the consistency between what he said) before 
and subsequently. 

Surely (one may ask), we do agree that walking and other (such actions) 
are preceded by (and dependent on) an instrument (to execute them). However, 
we do not agree that they are (invariably) dependent on a (single) fixed 
(predetermined) (niyata) organ of action, such as the feet (to walk). Those who 
are lame walk, for example, on their knees, and snakes on their bellies also. 
Thus, with this doubt in mind, he says: 


‘Form, taste, smell and touch, and numbers are the permutations; separation, 

conjunction and disjunction, otherness and non-otherness are the notions; pleasure and 
pain, desire and aversion, and the exertions are the qualities." 
?" Read gamanádàv iva for gamanádàv iti. According to the grammarians, knowledge 
is an action (kriya) whereby the meaning of a verbal root may be known, and thus is not 
a quality. The Naiyayikas, on the other hand, consider the various forms of cognition, 
namely, perception (buddhi) and the rest, to be qualities of the soul. They classify 
casting upwards (urksepa) etc. as actions. But even though they consider perception to 
be a quality, like an action it requires an instrument to execute it which, Jayaratha points 
out, is a contradiction; all the more so because the Naiyayika and the related Vaisesika 
does not posit the existence of organs of action to execute it. 
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Wenn SHAT AM Weg: | Vo Il 
Te giai mag quw | 


tasmát karmendriyany āhus tvagvad vyaptRni mukhyatah || 260 Il 
tatsthüne vrttimantiti matange guravo mama | 


Therefore, my teachers of the Matangatantra (such as Aniruddha) 
say that the organs of action, like the skin, pervade (all the body), but 
function primarily in their (own particular) place. (260cd-261ab) 


"Therefore', for the aforestated reason, those who maintain that the 
senses are a product of the ego say that, because the feet, for example, (in 
themselves are not the organ of locomotion called ‘the feet’), just (one of its) 
supports (adhisthàna), (all) the organs of action pervade the entire body, as does 
the sense of touch. However, the function (of a particular organ of action) is** 
primarily (located) in a (particular) place, for example, in the feet, which is the 
presiding support (of that function). It is because of this that everybody 
considers the sense organ to be (located) just there. However, in actual fact, the 
entire body is supported by them (adhistheya). Thus, there is no contradiction 
wherever one perceives the result of their activity (in any part of the body). We 
do not say that this is our own idea; (rather) 'this is the view of my teachers of 
the Matangatantra’. (These teachers) are the venerable Aniruddha and the rest 
of the commentators on the Matangatantra.” This is the meaning. 

Surely (one may ask), be it so. Walking and the other actions (of the 
body) cannot be accomplished without the feet and the other organs of action 
that precede them (as the means to that). (Even so,) how is it that the number of 
organs of action is fixed as just five? Others are required also, as there are other 
(bodily) actions as well, such as vomiting. As (the Naiyayikas) say: 


“How is it that the two limbs,*"’ that is, the throat and the chest, are not 
said to be organs (of action) as (the former) vomits food, and the latter embraces 
etc. (women's) jar-like breasts and carries (heavy) loads?" 


5% Read vrttim asti for vrttim anti. 

?* Aniruddha is mentioned below in 13/293cd-295ab as being a commentator on the 
MPA. Although Jayaratha does not think so, it is possible that Abhinava is referring to 
just one teacher in the honorific plural. It seems unlikely that more than one teacher 
taught him just the Marangatantra, although he may well have had more than one who 
taught Saiva Siddhànta. An example is Dharmasiva, to whom he refers twice (see TA 
21/50-58 and 37/62c). He may well have also had earlier teachers in mind, whose works 
he studied. Somananda, for example, refers to ‘the teacher Vyakhyani’, who wrote an 
unrecovered commentary (tika) on the Matargatantra (tathà matangikayam 
vyakhyanigurnoditam | $Dr 3/14cd). See Sanderson (2006 (2): 45 note 9) concerning 
this little-known figure in the history of Saiva Siddhanta. The commentary by 
Ramakantha is the only one that has survived. He also preceded Abhinava or may have 
been a senior contemporary. 

5 Read carisa- for cárisa-. 

?! Nyayamafijari chapter 8. 
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Surely, (the grammarians may object), the meaning of the root ‘to 
know’ is an action, which is perception (jñāna), not a quality (of the soul, as the 
Naiyayikas maintain). Thus he says, ‘the grammarians, however, (rightly) 
consider this to be action (also)’. By saying this, the grammarians are not 
criticizing (the Naiyayikas). It is (merely) a conventional rule that a root denotes 
(verbal) action. Whereas the Naiyàyika and others (who agree with them) 
consider cognition (jfiana) to be amongst the group of qualities of the soul. How 
can he (logically) justify this denotation? Thus, this (view) contradicts what he 
himself says, namely, that although it is a quality, cognition is an action, and so 
it is acknowledged that it is preceded by (and dependent on) an instrument (of 
perception); but this is not the case with (bodily) motion and the like, even 
though it is an action." 

He says just that: 


fur ergata career aT aT 00 949 |i 
smi menn wgeupenfagfemm d 


kriyà karanapürveti vyaptya karanapürvakam || 259 || 
jfiánam nàdànam ity etat sphutam andhyavijrmbhitam | 


(The Naiyayika’s) view is that perception requires an instrument, 
because (every) action invariably does so. (However, he maintains) that the 
act of grasping (adana) does not. (This view) is clearly a consequence (of 
his) blindness! (259cd-260ab) 


‘(This view) is clearly) a consequence (of his) blindness". The 
meaning is that (the Naiyayika’s blindness) is the delusion (he suffers from), 
which is the lack of reflection on (the consistency between what he said) before 
and subsequently. 

Surely (one may ask), we do agree that walking and other (such actions) 
are preceded by (and dependent on) an instrument (to execute them). However, 
we do not agree that they are (invariably) dependent on a (single) fixed 
(predetermined) (niyata) organ of action, such as the feet (to walk). Those who 
are lame walk, for example, on their knees, and snakes on their bellies also. 
Thus, with this doubt in mind, he says: 


‘Form, taste, smell and touch, and numbers are the permutations; separation, 

conjunction and disjunction, otherness and non-otherness are the notions; pleasure and 
pain, desire and aversion, and the exertions are the qualities." 
?" Read gamanadav iva for gamanadav iti. According to the grammarians, knowledge 
is an action (kriya) whereby the meaning of a verbal root may be known, and thus is not 
a quality. The Naiyayikas, on the other hand, consider the various forms of cognition, 
namely, perception (buddhi) and the rest, to be qualities of the soul. They classify 
casting upwards (urksepa) etc. as actions. But even though they consider perception to 
be a quality, like an action it requires an instrument to execute it which, Jayaratha points 
out, is a contradiction; all the more so because the Naiyayika and the related Vaisesika 
does not posit the existence of organs of action to execute it. 
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Wem FHT aCMG FETT: 1 3&o |i 
Tea gR mag WaT aA d 


tasmat karmendriyany àhus tvagvad vyaptRni mukhyatah || 260 1l 
tatsthàne vrttimantiti matange guravo mama | 


Therefore, my teachers of the Matangatantra (such as Aniruddha) 
say that the organs of action, like the skin, pervade (all the body), but 
function primarily in their (own particular) place. (260cd-261ab) 


‘Therefore’, for the aforestated reason, those who maintain that the 
senses are a product of the ego say that, because the feet, for example, (in 
themselves are not the organ of locomotion called ‘the feet’), just (one of its) 
supports (adhisthàna), (all) the organs of action pervade the entire body, as does 
the sense of touch. However, the function (of a particular organ of action) is 
primarily (located) in a (particular) place, for example, in the feet, which is the 
presiding support (of that function). It is because of this that everybody 
considers the sense organ to be (located) just there. However, in actual fact, the 
entire body is supported by them (adhistheya). Thus, there is no contradiction 
wherever one perceives the result of their activity (in any part of the body). We 
do not say that this is our own idea; (rather) ‘this is the view of my teachers of 
the Matangatantra’. (These teachers) are the venerable Aniruddha and the rest 
of the commentators on the Matangatantra.™ This is the meaning. 

Surely (one may ask), be it so. Walking and the other actions (of the 
body) cannot be accomplished without the feet and the other organs of action 
that precede them (as the means to that). (Even so,) how is it that the number of 
organs of action is fixed as just five? Others are required also, as there are other 
(bodily) actions as well, such as vomiting. As (the Naiyayikas) say: 


“How is it that the two limbs,*^ that is, the throat and the chest, are not 
said to be organs (of action) as (the former) vomits food, and the latter embraces 
etc. (women's) jar-like breasts and carries (heavy) loads? ?'! 


5 Read vrttim asti for vrttim anti. 

7? Aniruddha is mentioned below in 13/293cd-295ab as being a commentator on the 
MPA. Although Jayaratha does not think so, it is possible that Abhinava is referring to 
just one teacher in the honorific plural. It seems unlikely that more than one teacher 
taught him just the Matangatantra, although he may well have had more than one who 
taught Saiva Siddhanta. An example is Dharmasiva, to whom he refers twice (see TA 
21/50-58 and 37/62c). He may well have also had earlier teachers in mind, whose works 
he studied. Somananda, for example, refers to ‘the teacher Vyakhyani’, who wrote an 
unrecovered commentary (tika) on the Matangatantra (tatha mataħgikāyām 
vyükhyanigurnoditam | ŚDr 3/14cd). See Sanderson (2006 (2): 45 note 9) concerning 
this little-known figure in the history of Saiva Siddhanta. The commentary by 
Ramakantha is the only one that has survived. He also preceded Abhinava or may have 
been a senior contemporary. 

5 Read carnga- for cárisa-. 

?! Nyayamafijari chapter 8. 
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(Thus, one should say that the throat etc. are organs of action, 
otherwise it would not be possible to logically account for such (bodily) actions 
as vomiting. Thus, (the number) of organs of action would not be fixed. He says 
that: 


Fara sfr at cur apa d Ree oH 
porate arem wem maA: i 


nanv anyàny api karmàni santi bhityamsi tatkrte || 261 |I 
karanany api vacyani tathà caksesv anisthitih | 


Surely, (one may object that the number of) organs of action is not 
fixed, because there are many other actions apart from these. For that 
reason, one should say that there are as many instruments of action (as 
there are types of action). (261cd-262ab) 


Surely (one may ask), what is the benefit (phala) of saying this here, for 
that has been refuted by others. Accordingly, he says: 


wad Genera 3 aor 1 3&3 II 
IAT qu ead fq mu ar: | 


nanv etat khetapaladyair nirākāri na karmanam || 262 || 
yat sádhanam tad aksam syat kintu kasyapi karmanah | 


(Our reply is that,) surely Khetapala and others have refuted (this 
objection by saying that) not every means of executing an action needs to be 
an organ of action. Rather, it is so (only) in the case of certain (specific) 
actions (such as walking or grasping). (262cd-263ab) 


‘Khetapala and others’ means the venerable Sadyojyotih and others. 
As he says (in the Bhogakarika): 


‘(The number of the) organs of action (is limited, determined) by these 
(particular) specified actions, such as the sexual pleasure (ananda) (associated 
with the emission that takes place in the genitals). They are not innumerable 
because actions (are so). ^" 


5? BhoKa 23. Aghorasiva commments: bhaved ayah doso yady asmabhih 
Sariraikadesavrttini tanisyante | tvagindriyavat tesam sarvaSariravyapakatvenestatvad 
adhas tasyaivà) sepanüdivyàpárah payvader iva jirnavirecanadyátmaka iti 
bhrüpeksadinam apy ànandádisv evantarbhavan na tadbhedad atrendriyanantyasiddhih 
| kiüca, etair eva ànandàdibhih praguktaih pradhünabhütaih karmabhih pañcaiva 
karmendriyani siddhyantiti nànantatà karmendriyanàm, tattatsamjfas tu tesam tatra 
tatra visesádhisthànàd ity avirodhah || 23 
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They have also said that. I do not say that (every) means (to execute) an 
action is an organ of action. Rather, that the means (to execute all bodily) 
actions (whatever they may be), such as the bliss (of emission), are these (same 
five) organs of action. 

This (seemingly) attractive and direct remedy (for this problem) is 
certainly not our own. Thus he says: 


WOHICBSNTSQUUSSSWNCRTAS | 3&3 | 
meamea afer: | 


etan nasmatkrtaprasnatrsnasantapasantaye |l 263 || 
na hy asvacchamitaprayair jalais trpyanti barhinah | 


(This reply however) is not good enough to quell the suffering that 
comes (from the intense) thirst (for the truth aroused) by the question put 
to us. Peacocks are not satisfied with a little dirty water! (263cd-264ab) 


The meaning is that this is not enough to quell our suffering (due to the 
intense) thirst (aroused in us) by (this) question others have raised. In this way, 
(one) agrees that other (kinds of) action and instruments (to implement them) 
accepted by others exist (but this does not solve the problem). 

Surely (one may ask), if this is so, what is the remedy here that for those 
like you," is attractive (and direct)? He says: 


sae RE siya WHRTND dp ex | 
STARA HT | 


ucyate Srimatadistarh Sambhunatra mamottaram || 264 |l 
svacchasamvedanodaravikalaprabalikrtam | 


(Now) will be stated my reply here (to this objection), taught to me 
by the venerable Sambhunatha, and (powerfully) strengthened by the 


‘There would be this defect if we were to maintain that (all) the activities (of 
the organs of action) take place in one part of the body. Like the sense of touch, (each 
organ of sense) would pervade the entire body, for such is the contention. Thus, an 
action like (an enticing) arching of the brows of that same (body) would be below like 
the expulsion of waste (jrrna) from the anus, whereas the arching of the brows and the 
like are amongst (those actions that are) sexually delightful (Gnanda). It is not (an 
action) separate from that, so that the existence here (in this case) of innumerable senses 
(could be) established. Rather, the organs of action are established to be just five, by 
(the innumerable) actions which are predominantly, for example, sexual pleasure (as 
one of the five types of action), mentioned previously. Thus, the organs of action are not 
innumerable. (This is a reasonable view, and is) without contradiction, for (the organs of 
actions) have a particular name, according to each specific circumstance because they 
preside over particular (types of action). 

555 Read bhavaddrsam for bhavadrsam. 
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expansion (of my) noble and pure (translucent) consciousness." (264cd- 
265ab) 

The reason (why our reply is correct), namely, that it is proved by our 
own consciousness, is stated by means of the adjectives ‘pure’ etc., (that 
qualify) that (consciousness). 

He says that: 


zc wearers faf 0 2&6 d 
anga: vara Tu afew: | 


tha karmanusandhanabhedad ekam vibhidyate | 265 Il 
tatranusamdhih paficátmà pañca karmendriyany atah | 


Here (according to this teaching), action is one, (but) it is divided 
(and diversified) by the difference in the intention (to act) (anusaridhàna). 
There (in that case, this) intention (is basically) of five kinds, and so the 
organs of action are five. (265cd-266ab) 


"There (in that case), that is, when there is a difference in the 
intention which is the reason (nimitta) for the difference (between one's) 
actions. This is the meaning. (This intention) is *of five kinds', that is, of five 
types, and (the organs of action are five) because (this) intention is of five types. 

Thus, (he goes on to) state the differences between (these) actions 
brought about by differences in (one's) intentions. 


ARATA gare fers far dg 288 II 
vafa aq wt acafe: | 
Wages ao Tega 1 w&e I 


ort: NUTS Ay aA uu fe wm | 


tydgayadanasampattyai dvayaya dvitayam vind || 266 ll 
svariipavisrantikrte caturdhà karma yad bahih | 
payupanyanghrijananam karanam tac caturvidham || 267 || 
antah pranaSrayam yat tu karmatra karanam hi vak | 


* Read -vikasaprabalikrtam for -vikalàprabalikrtam. It appears that Sambhunatha was 
aware of this dispute concerning the number of the organs of action. As this is a rather 
obscure technical detail, it suggests that he was learned enough in the Siddhanta and 
Nyáya to be aware of it. Moreover, we observe his didactic method is based more on 
direct experience than logical argument. He convinced his disciple that this is the correct 
view by inducing in him an expansion of his pure translucent consciousness free of 
thought constructs. This is conviction achieved through direct experience, induced by 
the teachings of a Master. Moreover, it is yet another example of Abhinava’s exegetical 
method, which is the revelation of the manner in which the object of his exegesis is 
grounded in consciousness. It is clear from this example that he inherited this method 
from his Trika teacher. 
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The four external actions (are those done) in order to abandon, to 
grasp, to do both, and to rest within one's own nature without the two. 
These (actions) correspond (respectively to those of) the excretory organs, 
the hands, the feet, and the genitals, that are four kinds of organs (of 
action). Inner action is based on the vital breath. Indeed, its organ is 
speech. (266cd-268ab) 


Here (according to us), every person's intention is divided into four 
kinds, (according to whether it is formulated) in order to abandon what is to be 
abandoned, grasp what is to be grasped, to do both, or to rest within one's own 
nature by abandoning both. Thus, (bodily) action, which has that as its 
instrumental cause (nimitta), is also such (that is, of four kinds). As (bodily) 
action is such, the external organ of action is also of four kinds, called the 
excretory organ, hands, feet, and genitals,’ respectively. 

Although all (forms of) action entail union (with one thing and) 
separation (from another), this is especially so in the case of motion. (Thus,) 
moving with the single intention (of achieving a (certain)) result, such as 
reaching a village, involves first abandoning one particular place and then 
taking up another. Thus, the field of operation (visaya) of the organ of 
locomotion (called ‘the feet) is the one action that consists of (both) 
abandoning (one place) and taking up (another). Thus it is said (that in this case, 
the intention is) ‘to do both’. Again, (another intention is) ‘to rest within one's 
own nature'. It is said here (in this case), that it is solely the experience of bliss, 
otherwise termed the ‘rest’ (that comes with complete satisfaction) (nivrti). 
There in some way the disturbance (which is the anxiety that) ‘this should be 
abandoned and that adopted’ comes to rest, even if it is preceded (by acts of) 
renunciation and acceptance. 

"(Inner action) is based on the vital breath’. The basis (adhisthana) 
of speech is the vital breath alone. Having thus assumed that as (its) basis, (the 
organ of speech) becomes the most excellent means to (engage) in the action 
which is speech (vacanakriya). Although action is of four kinds, namely, 
abandonment and the rest, it can (only be the action) of what has come into 
existence. (Only) an entity (of which the existence) has been established 
(siddha) is abandoned, grasped or experienced as the abode of rest, whereas the 
action which is speech is engaged in generating words. This is the difference 
(between it) and the previous (forms of action). Thus, the word ‘indeed’ (serves 
to indicate) that it is different (from the others). 

Surely (one may object that) the vital breath alone generates a word, 
which consists of various (combinations of) letters, by the conjunction and 
separation of the various instruments (of articulation in their respective) 
location. So what could be (the purpose) of an organ of speech? As they say: 


"The vital breath rises from the navel, it is extended in the chest, 
changes (variously) in the throat, and having struck (the organ of articulation in) 
the head, it is turned around in the mouth. Moving (thus), it makes many kinds 
of words manifest." 


55 Read payupanipada- for payupadapani-. 
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(To this question, our response is that) that is not so. In this way, a 
word, which consists of various (combinations of) letters, would be uttered all 
the time. There would be no moment in time in which the vital breath would not 
flow conjoining with and separating from the various instruments (of 
articulation in their respective) places. Therefore, one must accept that there is 
an organ of speech which is separate from that, and which, by virtue of (its) 
support (adhisthüna) and in no other way, is the vital breath, capable of 
producing words. 

Surely (one may ask), it is said that the function of the cognitive organs 
of sense is the apprehension (Glocana) (of their objects). What is the function of 
the organs of action? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


wr umma fma AMY quas d 3&6 odd 


uktah samasatas caisam citrah karyesu vrttayah | 268 Il 


(These,) stated in brief, are the various functions of these (organs of 
action, engaged in their corresponding) tasks. (268cd) 


(The functions are) 'various' because they are (many kinds of) 
abandonment and assumption etc. (They are listed here) ‘in brief" because they 
include in themselves all actions. The sense is that no other action of any sort 
apart from this is possible. Thus, as there is no other (kind of) action, there is 
also no need to conceive (of the existence of) any other organ of action, as that 
would be achieved by including it in just these alone. 

He says that: 


maae fe a mui aÀ quud | 
arent wedufatzammffefr 11 262 od 


tad etadvyatiriktam hi na karma kvàpi dr$yate | 
tat kasyürthe prakalpyeyam indriyanàm anisthitih || 269 || 


No action is observed anywhere apart from this. What purpose 
(does it serve) to imagine there is an indefinite number of sense organs? 
(269) 


‘What purpose (does it serve)’ means ‘why’. 

Surely (one may ask), it has been stated in this way that there are five 
organs of action, and that they have five fixed (determined) functions, namely, 
rejection and the rest. (However, one may) wander about by means of the hands 
and grasp (something) with the foot also, so how is it that their functions are not 
mixed up with one another? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Tenia Teanga Edd | 
see TEM J Were AE ST: | woo |i 
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etat kartavyacakram tadasankaryena kurvate | 
aksàni sahavrttyà tu buddhyante sankaram jadah || 270 ll 


The senses perform this array of functions in such a way that (the 
function of one sense organ) is not mixed up (with that of another). (Only) 
the foolish think that because (the senses) function together 
(harmoniously), they intermix (and so usurp each other’s functions) 
(sarnkara). (270) 


‘This’ (function of the senses, namely) rejection, grasping and the rest, 
‘is not mixed up (with that of another)’. The hand does not wander about or 
the foot grasp, rather the hand and foot, located in a single support, wander and 
grasp in due order because (the organs of action) pervade the entire body and 
because the five fingers, for example, that are parts of the body, are (only) the 
primary support (of the organ of grasping, but not the sole one). (The senses) 
‘function together (harmoniously)' because they are (all) present (together) in 
the one support (which is the body). This is the meaning. ‘The foolish’ are 
those who do not know the difference between the support (adhisthüna) and 
what it sustains (adhistheya). In the same way, the cognitive organs of sense 
would not exist if their functions were to get mixed up, because the power of 
sight and hearing of the eyes and ears arises in just the one (physical) locus 
(golaka) (of each of the senses). 

Having thus refuted the view of Aksapada etc," he concludes with his 
own. 


sw za SHEEN g WS | 
ukta indriyavargo ‘yam ahankàrát tu rajasat | 


(Some) have said that this group of senses originates from the 
rajasika ego." (271ab) 


‘This’ (group of senses) is that of the organs of action, because this is 
what is being discussed. 


Having in this way defined the material aspect (prakrtiskandha) of the 
ego as sattvika and rajasika, (he goes on) to talk about it as tamasika.*"* 


TASTES WATT: 11 3G di 
WMA YT | 


516 Concerning Aksapada, also called Gautama, one of the founders of the Nyàya school 
of philosophy, see above, TÀv ad 4/230. 

5" Although Jayaratha affirms that this is Abhinava's view, it is in actual fact that of 
Sadyojyotis; see below 9/275cd-276ab. According to Abhinavagupta, the senses of 
action are generated by the sartvika ego, which is influenced to a certain degree by the 
subtle elements. See above, 9/253 and TSà p. 88. 

518 See above 9/233. 
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tamahpradhanahankarad bhoktrarisacchüdanütmanah Vl 271 I 
bhiitadindmnas tanmátrapaficakarn bhütakàranam | 


The primarily támasika ego obscures the subjective aspect 
(bhoktramsa). Yt is termed the (ego, which is that of the reality levels) 
beginning with the gross elements (bhitadi). From it originates the group of 
five subtle elements, which is the cause of the gross elements. (271cd-272ab) 


‘(The primarily /amasika ego) obscures the subjective aspect 
(bhoktrarisa)! because it predominates as having originated from the objective 
aspect. It is called the ‘first of the gross elements’ because it is the cause of the 
subtle elements, that are the cause of the gross ones. Thus, it is called *the cause 
of the gross elements'. And it is said (in the Mrgendratantra): 

**Sound, touch, form, taste, and smell as the fifth — (these are) the 
subtle elements, (variously) specified by the qualities (of Nature)" and 
conjoined to the plane (pada) of the subtle elements." (Their) state is that of 


?? These two verses are found in the Mrgendratantra as vidyapada verses 12/5-6. 
Jayaratha does not tell us where he is drawing these verses from, but there can be little 
room to doubt that he is quoting from the MrT. He has quoted MrT vidyapada 12/3 ad 
9/234 and MrT vidyāpāda 12/4 ad 9/253. Those two verses along with the ones here 
present the complete account found in the MrT of how the three forms of the ego, 
sdttvika etc. develop to form the principles (tattva) below it. 

These two verses are not found in the printed edition of the MV. However, 

Somadeva (2004: 11 note 32.1-3) has identified them as the first two of three additional 
verses that come after verse 1/32 of the printed edition of the MV that are found in two 
manuscripts. One is MS C 4106 (V) Banaras Hindu University library, Varanasi and the 
other is MS no. 488. Collection of 1875-76 in Deccan College, Poone. Although we do 
find verses from the MV in references that cannot be traced in the printed edition, these 
two are probably not. 
5" Read with MS V and P gunavisistas for gund vi: 
5" Narayanakantha comments on this verse in MrT 
Sabdasparsarüparasagandhà avi. guna anabhiv) esatvena. tavanmatrapade 
bhütaprakrtitvarüpe yojitas tanmátrásabdena jüeyàh | tàvatyas ca matras tanmatra iti 
strilingo ‘yam iha tanmatrasabdah | gunàvisistatvam caitasam ittham- yatha prthivyam 
khatakhajadiriipah sabdah, sparsas ca Sitosn rüpam api anekavidham sukladi, şad- 
vidhas ca raso gandhaé ca surabhyasurabhirüpo ‘sti | naivam tatküranabhüta- 
prthivitanmatravasthita visesà upalabhyante, api tu avisistagunapaficakamatram 
prthivitanmátram eva manyate | 

‘Sound, touch, form, taste, and smell, without specific qualities, should be 
known by the word *tanmátra'. As no specific qualities are manifest, they are on the 
plane (pada) of just essential basic existence (ravanmátra), linked to their material 
nature, which is that of the (five) elements (bhütaprakrti). The word ‘tanmatra’ is 
feminine here (and literally means) ‘just these alone’ (in the sense of a purely generic 
‘sound’ or ‘touch’ etc. unspecified as a particular one). The absence of specifying 
qualities in their case (corresponds to a nondescript) sound such as a ‘khata khata’ in 
(the case of) Earth; touch that is warm and cold, form also that is of many kinds, such as 
white and the like, taste is of six kinds (sweet (madhura), sour (amla), salty (lavana), 
pungent (karuka), bitter (tikta) and astringent (kasáya)), smell that can be fragrant or 
not. Particulars are not perceived in this way to be present in the subtle element of Earth, 
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tamas because they differ in character from the category (i.e. the senses) which 
is formed from light (i.e. the organs of cognition) and action (i.e. the organs of 
action). Moreover, because (they are) objects of illumination (prakasya) (that 
require illumination), the ego here (in this case), (which is that of the reality 
levels) beginning with the gross elements, is ràmasa. 7? 

Surely (one may ask), how is it that it has been said that the group of the 
organs of action has arisen from the rajasika ego? The followers of the 
Samkhya maintain that the mind (manas) and the senses of cognition and 
action"? arise from the sāttvika ego (aharhküra), whereas the subtle elements 
arise from the támasika aspect, and both arise from the ràjasika aspect. As they 
say: 

"The sattvika group of eleven (consisting of the mind and the ten sense 
organs) arises from the modified (vaikrta) ego. From the tàmasika (ego), (which 
is that of the reality levels) beginning with the gross elements, arise the subtle 
elements, and both from the taijasa (i.e. rdjasika aspect of the ego). 


Dispute Concerning the Origin of the Inner and Outer Senses 
From Sattvika and Rajasika Ego 


Ta: 1 22 di 
SC TEAN: AST v | 


which is its cause, rather the subtle element of Earth is considered to be just the group of 
the five (subtle elements as yet) unspecified (avisista) (by specific particulars)." 
‘2 MrT vidyāpāda 12/6. Narayanakantha comments on the first line of this verse saying: 
prakasakrt sāttviko buddhindriyamanolaksano yo vargah, yas ca karmakrt rajasatvad 
vyaparapravrttah karmendriyavargah, tabhyam vargabhyam vailaksanyam vaisadrsyar 
yasmád etasarh tanmatranam atas tamobhava etàh VM 

"The group consisting of the cognitive organs of sense and the mind (manas) is 
formed from light and is sattvika. The senses of action are rdjasa, and so are formed 
from action (karman) and are engaged in activity (vydpara). As they are different from 
these two groups, these subtle elements are támasika. 


prakaSyatvacca bhütüdir ahanküregu tàmasah W 6 Il 


*. . . because (they are) objects of illumination (prakasya) (that require 
illumination), the ego here (in this case), (which is that of the reality levels) beginning 
with the gross elements, is tàmasa.' (6cd) 


esu cáhanküraskandhesu madhyàd yo ‘yam bhūtādir ahanküraskandhah, sa 
yasmat prakasyah tatküryasya tanmátrütmano manobuddhibhyam buddhindriyai$ ca 
yogibhir upalabhyatvat, tato ‘yarn tamaso vijñeyah | 


The aspect of the ego, amongst the aspects of the ego, which is that (of the 
lower reality levels) beginning with the gross elements, should be known to be famasa, 
because it is the object of illumination of its product, that is, the subtle elements, 
because they are perceived by the mind and the intellect and by the cognitive organs of 
sense linked to them (as their objects)." 

* Read manobuddhikarmendriyavargah for manobuddhindriyavargah. 
5" SámKa 25; partly also quoted above ad 9/235. 
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manobuddhyaksakarmaksavargas tanmatravargakah | 272 I 
ity atra rajasahamkrdyogah samslesako dvaye | 


(The followers of the Samkhya maintain that there are) two 
(groups), namely, the mind, the intellect, and the organs of knowledge and 
action (on the one hand), and the group of subtle elements (on the other). 
(Their) association here with the rajasika ego conjoins within the two (and 
stimulates them). (272cd-273ab) 


Here the ‘two (groups)’ are the groups of eleven senses and five subtle 
elements. ‘(Their association with the rajasika ego) ‘conjoins (and stimulates 
them)’, because it stimulates the process of union (between them) (saridhàna), 
which is (their) propensity to generate (the sensory perception which is its) 
result. The sartvika ego that operates (pravartamdna) as (just) the existence of 
the senses is inactive, and so requires the rajasika (ego) to set it into operation, 
as does the tamasika (aspect) also, that operates as the existence of the subtle 
elements. 

Surely (one may ask), what (is the use of) of this Saiddhantika view 
(you have) advanced or that of the Sarhkhya; the analysis undertaken here of the 


535 The subtle elements are the five sensations registered by the senses. Perception is the 
act of conjoining the one with the other. They senses are not just passive spectators; they 
are actively engaged in the apprehension of sensations. These three factors, the senses, 
their objects, and their union, are understood to be three aspects of the ego, as all 
perception is inevitably related to it, coordinated by it, and initiated by it. The result is 
sensory perception, the content of which is what is presented to the senses. These are the 
‘subtle elements’, which in Sanskrit are appropriately called tanmátra, that literally 
means ‘just or only (mātra) that (rar). These are the qualilia (= ‘what things’), raw 
sensibilia (2 sensory data). They are like the patches of colour and light a camera 
registers. According to this view, the senses are extensions of the ego, because they are 
its instruments. We have noted above that an outer object, like the camera, is an 
extension of the hand, both of which operate to perform the task I have set them to do, 
and so are extensions of myself (= ego). Thus, in this sense, the ego generates the 
senses, which are its instruments and sets them to work. Again, the sensory object to 
which the operation of the senses is directed is also necessarily related to the ego, and 
analogously, is an extension of it, as that to which it reaches out through the instruments 
of the senses. According to this view, the two — sense object and sense organ — are 
linked by the ego, which is their common source and referent. Thus, the ego generates 
the senses and their objects, and links them together by stimulating the senses to 
perceive or act on their respective objects. The ego thus has three aspects. There is a 
sattvika one. The word ‘sattva’ literally means *being-ness' (sar-tva). As the instruments 
of the ego, they derive their *being-ness' from it. As such they are derived from the 
sattvika ego. So we have the experience that the sense of sight is ‘my eye’. The same 
ego activates the senses, it sets them to work. So we have the experience of *my vision'. 
The ego is actively engaged and so possesses the quality of rajas, which is that of 
activity. Thus, the aspect of the ego in this case is the rajasika one. Finally, the object of 
the operation of the senses is also related to the ego as ‘what I see’. This ‘what’ is 
objective. Thus, it relates to the ego, which is forgetful, as it were, of itself as ‘I’. In 
other words, the subjective aspect is obscured. The quality of the ego that obscures is 
called *tamas', which literally means *darkness'. Thus, the aspect of the ego that comes 
to the fore in this case is the fàmasika one. 
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causal relationship between the states of the principles of existence (táttvika) is 
based on (the teachings of) the venerable Malinivijayottara (and so are 
irrelevant). And it is said there that: 


‘That (ego) is of three kinds. From the energetic (rajasika ego) 
originated the mind (manas), which is the lord of the senses; then from (its 
original sattvika) transformation, the senses; and the subtle elements (of sensory 
sensations) from the third (tamasika kind). "^ 


Including this doubt with regards to that, he accordingly presents the 
differences between the (various) explanations (offered of these three aspects of 
the dynamism of sensory perception). 


at emer cwm apid: 11 wes od 
TIS OF GUN | 

at g ofan xard faex wed 
THATS WERT aT | 


anye tv áhur mano jatam rajasahamkrter yatah V 273 | 
samastendriyasancaracaturam laghu vegavat | 

anye tu sáttvikat svantam buddhikarmendriyàni tu \\ 274 |l 
ràjasüd grahakagrahyabhagasparsini manvate | 


Others say that (only) the mind (manas) has arisen from the 
rajasika ego, and so, skilful in circulating through all the senses, it is light 
and swift. Again, others believe that one's own inner (mind has arisen) 
from the sattvika (ego), (whereas) the organs of knowledge and action, that 
are in contact with both the perceiving subject and the object of perception, 
(have arisen) from the rajasika ego. (273cd-275ab) 


‘The rajasika ego’ is referred to as radiantly energetic (taijasa). The 
external senses have the mind (manas) as their support and exert themselves to 
operate within their own (respective) field (of operation) (visaya). This is what 
is meant by saying that (this aspect of the ego is) ‘light’ and ‘circulates 
skilfully through all the senses’. Thus, it is called here ‘the lord of the senses’ 
because it is the presiding support of all the outer senses. As others have said, 
with the same intended (sense): 

‘The characteristic sign (linga) of (the presence of) the mind (manas) is 
that it is not possible for (many) perceptions (jfiana) (to take place) 
simultaneously.”*”” 


5% My 1/31. 

5" Nyayasiitra 1/1/16. Vidyabhisana (1981: 8) explains that according to the 
Naiyayikas: ‘It is impossible to perceive two things simultaneously. Perception does not 
arise merely from the contact of a sense-organ with its object, but it requires also a 
conjunction of the mind. Now the mind, which is an atomic substance, cannot be 
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Surely one does perceive, in the following way, the arising (of several) 
perceptions simultaneously: 


‘(Five) brown Brahmins eating dry (seed) cake that is fragrant, cool, 
and long, simultaneously have five mental perceptions (buddhi) (of what they 
are doing). 


With this doubt in mind, he says that (the rajasika ego engaged in 
perception is) ‘swift’, that is, moves swiftly. The sense is that, although there is 
a sequence here (in this process of perception), it is (as fast as) a needle piercing 
through a hundred lotus petals, and so is not perceived. As (the mind) is active 
in this way, it is linked to the quality of rajas. Thus, it is rightly said that: *the 
mind (manas) arises from the rajasika ego’. (Again, others believe that one's 
own inner (mind) arises from the sdttvika (ego))."* Thus it is established that, as 
that which remains (of the three to be mentioned), the sense organs of cognition 
and action are (derived) from the rdjasika ego,” which is termed ‘mutating’ 
(vaikürika). The sáttvika (ego) is termed ‘radiantly energetic’ (taijasa) because 
the nature of radiant energy (rejas) is light, and so it is called this way. The 

üjasika (ego) is termed ‘mutating’ (vaikürika) because it predominantly 
of) specific actions (visistakriya). Thus, because they are united with 
that, it is said that they ‘are in contact with both the perceiving subject and 
the object of perception'. 


Siddhantins do not accept that (view). Thus he says: 


BETO AT SHIT: WEN |b $5 I 
WFAA GA: FAT Aa: | 


khetapàlàs tu manyante karmendriyaganah sphutam M 275 ll 
rájasáharnkrter jato rajasah karmata yatah | 


The followers of Khetapala (i.e., Sadyojyotis) consider that the 
organs of action are clearly born from the rajasika ego, because activity 
relates to rajas.™” (275cd-276ab) 


(According to Sadyojyotis, the organs of action are born from) ‘the 
rüjasika ego’, not from the sartvika one. (The nature of) an effect must 
necessarily conform to (the nature of its) cause. The cognitive organs of sense 
illuminate, whereas the organs of action act. Thus (he maintains that) it is 


conjoined with more than one sense organ at a time, hence there cannot occur more acts 
of perception than one at a time." 

5 Clearly some part of the text is missing regarding the second view Abhinava 
presents. This has been replaced here with the root text noted in brackets. 

7? Read rajasikad ahamkarat for sattvikad ahamkarat. 

5% See BhoKa 36 and 43-44. 
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reasonable that the two originate from the ego of a corresponding nature. As is 
said (in the Bhogakarika): 


‘The group of cognitive senses, along with the mind, illuminates (the 
objects of sense). Thus, it originates from the sáttvika ego, in accord with its 
own nature. '*?! 


‘The group of the organs of action which execute action, originates 
from the rajasika mutating (ego), so that the result here (in this world) conforms 
to (its) cause. ^? 


If it were to be otherwise, when they arise and are fashioned (from it), 
the undesired consequence would be that they would (continue to be) in a causal 
state in all changes and permutations. Thus, in this way, how is it that the 
group of subtle elements does not arise from that? Or the two groups (i.e. the 
organs of action and the subtle elements) also from the tamasika ego? As he 
says (in the Bhogakarika): 


"The state associated with (the rajasika) mutating (form of the ego) 
would not be capable of checking (vinivárayitum) (the one that originates) from 
the sāttvika (ego) when the sáttvika and rajasika groups (i.e. the cognitive 
senses and those of action) arise and are fashioned from it. 

Surely (an opponent may say that) fine, let it be (as you say), we do not 
disagree here (about this). It has (already) been established that the relationship 
between cause and effect is varied. However, one should think about what is 
correct according to the Malinivijayortara. It is on the basis of that that we have 


5! BhoKa 36. 

5? BhoKa 43. Read with the printed edition, vaikrtād for taijasād. Aghoraśivācārya 
comments: rajasah pravrttihetutvād — ràj ikakhyüd | ahankaraskandhat 
kriyahetuh karmendriya-vargo jatah | yasmát karananuvidhayitvam karye drsyate. 


‘As rajas is the cause of activity (pravrtti), the group of organs of action which 
is the cause of action originates from the part (skandha) of the ego which is rdjasika and 
is called ‘mutating’ (vaikarika). Thus, one can observe in the effect the conformity to 
(its) cause.’ 

5% If the organs of action were to arise from either the sattvika or tamasika ego, 
deprived of the dynamic instigating energy of rajas, they would remain in their original 
inactive state as passive potential causes of action. 

5%“ BhoKa 44. Aghorasiva, the commentator, introduces this verse saying: 


ata eva — sattvasya — prakasatvat — praküsasya — buddhindriyavargasya 
sáttvikadutpattiruktà | anyatha  bhinnasvabhüvayor anayor vargayor ekasmüd 
evotpattyabhyupagame küranàniyama-laksano ‘navasthadosah prasajyata | 


"Thus, as sattva is light, it is said that the group of cognitive organs of sense 
arises from the sattvika (ego). Otherwise, if one were to accept that these two groups 
(i.e. the organs of sense and action), with differing natures, originate from one (and the 
same form of the ego), the undesired consequence would be the defect of instability, 
which is that (they would not have their own) fixed (determined) cause." 
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set out to describe the true relationship between cause and effect. Thus he 
says: 


AANA qp AAT Ustad RAFA: IGE di 
strat mem up eff. od 


Sripiirvasastre tu mano rajasat sattvikat punah I 276 |l 
indriyani samastani yuktam caitad vibhati nah | 


According to the Śrīpūrvaśāstra, the mind (manas) (originates) from 
the rajasika (ego), and all the senses from the saftvika."* This (view) 
appears to us to be the most sound. (276cd-277ab) 


It appears to us that (the teaching) in the ‘Sripirvasastra’ (i.e. the 
Málinivijayottara) is sound, namely that the mind has arisen from the rdjasika 
ego, whereas the sense organs of cognition and action (are produced) from the 
sáttvika ego. 

He (now) explains the soundness here (of this view). 


The Functions of the Senses in the Course of Perception 


wate Teatro SfTHREY I $6 di 
ae Raad MEG: WA: | 


tathühi bahyavrttinam aksanam vrttibhasane | 277 Il 
Glocane Saktir antaryojane manasah punah | 


In this way, the power of the senses that functions externally is 
(applied to) perception (Glocana) when (their outer) operant mode 
(vrttibhasane) manifests, whereas (the function of) the mind (manas) is to 
unite (perceptions) internally. (277cd-278ab) 


"The senses that function externally' are the senses of sight and the 
rest, in their external state. This is the meaning. The capacity (of the senses 
applied) to the act of (immediate) apprehension (alocana) alone, which is the 
manifestation of their functions free of determinate perception (avikalpa) (that 
serve to register the existence of their object), is said to be ‘the power (of the 
senses applied just to) perception when (their outer) operant mode 
manifests.’ Adopting the variant reading ‘entity’ (in place of ‘operant mode’), 
the meaning is that (what manifests is) that which is perceived (by the senses). 


55 Read tattvikarn karyakdranabhavam for tattvikah karyakaranabhavo. 

5% Abhinava is referring to MV 1/31; cf. SarnKa 25, quoted above at note 9,462. 

57 The compound vrttibhdsane, meaning ‘when the (outer) operant mode manifests’, 
may be understood to qualify Glocane — ‘perception’, in which case one would translate 
‘the perception which is the manifestation of (the senses’ outer) operant modes.’ The 
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Considering the matter in detail, the aspect which is (outer) action, such 
as speech, manifests following on from (and in accord with) the (immediate) 
perception (aülocana) of the cognitive organs of sense. That same (action) is the 
activity (vyapara) of the mind, which is ‘to unite (perceptions) internally’. It 
is (the state of) rest within the perceiver, (associated with) the intellect and the 
rest (of the senses), and is the root of the relationship (between them), consisting 
of difference (with respect to their individual nature as relata), and non- 
difference (abheda) (with respect to their foundation). (This) activity is the 
oneness of the many external sequences of moments as the inner perceiver. This 
condition is not on the level of indeterminate perception (avikalpadasa), 
because the operational mode (of the senses and mind) is the experience at each 
individual moment of manifestation. (whereas indeterminate perception is 
universal and not sequential). Thus, (an action) of the sort "I am speaking" 
arises from the perceiver as the first determinate perception (vikalpa) of the 
words that are the field of operation of speech. It takes place by a descent from 
contact with the (subjective) agential aspect (kartrarnsa) due to the prominence 
of contact with the (objective) aspect (karyamga) (which is the task to be 
executed). It is the subtle (7sat) manifest activity (parisphurana), which is the 
primary operant mode of the organs of action, due to which the (perceiver) is 
not like one who is dumb. (Thus,) action such as speech, as it is conceptual 
(vaikalpika), is the mental activity (m@nasavyapara) of the Maya perceiver. 

Surely (one may ask), what is the authority here (for this analysis of the 
activity of the senses)? In response to this doubt, he says: 


Sh Wem HAI AT ! Awe dg 
qaae Ages ST | 


uktam ca gurund kuryün mano 'nuvyavasáyi sat | 278 ll 
taddvayálambanà matrvyaparatmakriya iti | 


And the teacher (Utpaladeva) has said that the mind, reacting (to 
what it receives through the external senses), determines (what it is, 
generating thereby the thought processes (kalpana) associated with action 
and the like), that are based on the two of them (unity and diversity), and 
consists of the activity of the subject. (278cd-279ab) 


The teacher (to whom Abhinava refers) is (Utpaladeva), who was the 
author of the venerable (/svara)pratyabhijnd. As is said there: 

‘The mind (manas) reacting (to what it receives through the external 
senses) determines (what) it is, and generates the thought processes (kalpana) 


phrase ‘the power of the senses’, i.e. the manifestation of their operant modes, denotes 
(the senses’) capacity to cognize the manifestation of their own non-conceptualized (i.e. 
directly experienced) operant modes. Taking the reading to be ‘vastu’, i.e. ‘entity’, the 
meaning is ‘when an outer entity manifests’. The reference would then be the perception 
of the object of the senses, rather than their operant mode. 
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related to action (karman) and the like, that are based on the two of them, and 
consist of the activity of the perceiver.’ ** 


The mind, in the course of determining (the nature of the) entity 
perceived (vyavasita), for example, by the sense of sight, brings (the initial 
sensory perception) to the stage in which its nature is ascertained. Then, after 
the thought processes (kalpand) (related to the perception of the object are 
over), it generates the thought processes (kalpana) associated with action and 
the like, based on the two, that is, the unity (of the perceiving and acting 
subject) and diversity (of the object). Such is the subjectivity of the Maya 
perceiver, that is said to be ‘the activity of the subject’. 

In accord with the principle (niti) that ‘on the plane of indeterminate 
perception (nirvikalpa), this, the Lord's state, is also that of the fettered soul’ >” 
each phenomenal entity would manifest as one (abhedena) (with all the others). 
So how can the journey of the everyday life (Jokayatra), which consists of 
(both) the oneness (abheda) (of the perceiver) and the diversity (bheda) (of the 
outer world), be accomplished (nirvaver)? 

Moreover, here (according to us), the subtle elements (are derived from) 
the tdmasika ego, which is the first (of the series of principles beginning with) 
the gross elements (bhütádi). Thus he says: 


The Subtle Elements Born from the Támasika Ego 
TARE TT SIT FÀ: 0b $9 di 
tanmatras tu gano dhvantapradhanaya ahamkrteh W 279 ll 


The group of subtle elements (arises) from the predominantly 
tamasika ego. (279cd) 


Surely (one may ask), how is it that the group of subtle elements does 
not arise from the sáttvika ego, as do the two groups of senses of cognition and 
action? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


spare: weer wu ws fe og 
atravivadah sarvasya gráhyopakrama eva hi | 


None disagree here that that objectively perceivable reality (grahya) 
commences (from there). (280ab) 


Nobody disagrees here that this is the beginning of the objectively 
perceivable (reality) (grahya), which is a permutation (of the ego). Thus, it is 


5 Drawn from IP 2/2/3. See Torella 1994b p. 159 and note 8. 

59 Cf. IPVv vol. 3 p. 314: sā pürvabhàvini nirvikalpadasa yasyam aisvaro bhavah ‘That 
is the plane of indeterminate perception that precedes (determinate perception). The 
Lord's state (bhava) is within that." 

5" Read vikaranatmano for varanütmano. 
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the object of illumination, not indeed the illuminator, so how can it arise from 
the sattvika ego? That is stated (in the Bhogakarika) (where we read): 


"The group of subtle elements, unlike the (other) two groups (i.e. the 
organs of cognition and action) is the object of illumination, and so originates 
from the ramasika ego. (Accordingly) it is called ‘the first of (the series of 
principles beginning with) the gross elements (bhitadi).’™! 


Analysing the group of subtle elements, he explains: 


yara RARA EÈ 11 220 II 
aes fe cepe TIAA TA | 


prthivyam saurabhanyddivicitre gandhamandale V 280 || 
yat samanyam hi gandhatvam gandhatanmatranama tat | 


The generic principle of smell (gandhatva), present in all the many 
kinds of smells,“ such as sweet-smelling perfume, which is other than that 
(i.e. foul smelling) and the like, belong to the Earth principle, and is called 
the subtle element of smell. (280cd-281ab) 


‘Others’ are (odours) that are not sweet smelling. The expression ‘and 
the like’ denotes (various) kinds (of these smells). Thus, it includes the smell of 
clarified butter, and barley corn*® etc., that may be strong or weak etc. That is 
said in the Bhüpariksà (the Examination of Earth): 


‘(Earth is) associated with the smell of clarified butter, barley corn,“ 
cooked rice, and wine. 


‘Many (kinds of smells)’ are particular (smells). This is the meaning. 
‘Generic’ (is the universal smell of the element Earth), not a particular (smell). 
The sense is that one should contemplate it (bhávya) by means of particular 
(smells) that are grounded (nistha) in (the generic smell of Earth), that is not a 
particular (smell). Thus it is said that a subtle element is, for example, smell 
itself alone, undifferentiated into particular (smells). 


Moreover, because that (subtle element of smell) is universal and is 
associated with all particular (smells), it is pervasive. Thus he says: 


*! BhoKa 45. The printed edition of the BhoKa reads matrasangho for matravargo. 
58 See above, note to 8/162. 
55 Read ghrtaksatajadi- for ghrtaksatajadi-. 
5" Read ghrtaksata- for ghrtaksata-. 

Not a single word of Jayaratha’s citation is found in the verse (9/280cd-28 lab) 
he is commenting on. Probably Abhinava is writing independently here, echoing 
common doctrines as found, for example, in the Samnkhyakarika or Vaisesikasütra. 
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HTTP qq Wake FETT d uas 11 3c» od 
wart AEA uM aya | 


vy@pakam tata evoktarn sahetutvat tu na dhruvam || 281 || 
svakarane tirobhütir dhvamaso yat tena nadhruvam | 


Thus, it is said to be pervasive, and because it has a cause, it is not 
stable (and permanent). (However,) as destruction is (essentially) its 
disappearance into its cause, it is not unstable (and impermanent). (281cd- 
282ab) 


It is not the case that because (a subtle element is pervasive and so) is 
unconditioned by space, it is also unconditioned by time. Thus he says that 
‘because it has a cause, it is not stable (and permanent)’. The sense is that 
what is created is certainly not eternal. Even so, because it is not seen to be 
destroyed at the end (of the time in which it experienced in some particular 
object), it is not perishable. Thus, he says that ‘it is not unstable (and 
impermanent)'. This is so because, according to our view, destruction is the 
merger (of an entity) into its (original cause). The product (kārya) of an entity 
that undergoes inner transformation is its external manifestation, and its repose 
again there (within) itself is (its product's) destruction. Thus it is proved that (a 
subtle element) is not permanent in a transcendental sense (kitasthanityam), 
(rather it is permanent as an entity that is) perpetually changing 
(parinaminityam) (whilst maintaining its essential identity). 

He indicates that the same (applies) elsewhere (to the other subtle 
elements) also. 


Wd THÜRSTSRRTSNRUATT ASAT 00323 |i 
evam rasádisabdàntatanmátresv api yojanā |l 282 || 


The same also applies to the other subtle elements, ranging from 
taste to sound. (282cd) 


Surely, what is the use of these unperceived universals (avisega)? 
(Surely,) should not one (just) accept (the existence of) the particulars that are 
perceived directly, due to which all this journey of daily life can logically be 
accounted for? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


fas asara cwm wafers | 
viSesanam yato ‘vaSyam dasa prag avisesint | 


(This is so) because particulars are necessarily preceded by a 
generic, non-specific state (aviseginidasa). (283ab) 


(That is) ‘necessarily’ (so). The point is that one should accept that to 
be the (unperceived) cause in relation to (its perceived) effect. 
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pi 


He now describes their material nature (prakrtirūpatā). 
The Order of the Production of the Gross Elements 


gari medai Parent: gA 1 223 |! 
I: WASANA ENAA TT: | 


ksubhitam Sabdatanmatram citrākārāh śrutīr dadhat || 283 ll 
nabhah $abdo ‘vakāśātmā vācyādhyāsasaho yatah | 
tad etatsparsatanmátrayogàt praksobhamagatam | 284 ll 


vayutameti tenütra Sabdasparsobhayatmata | 


When the subtle element of sound is disturbed, it becomes the 
Space element, which sustains the diverse forms of sound.5^ This is because 
sound is space, which is (the space) that makes room (avakása) for the 
superimposition (adhyāsa)™* within it of the entities denoted by words 
(vacya). When that is disturbed by conjunction with the subtle element of 
touch, it becomes the Air element (vayu), which is therefore both sound and 
touch. (283cd-285ab) 


‘Disturbed’ means (a cause's) state of propensity to giving rise to its 
effect. (The Space element) ‘sustains the diverse’ particular ‘forms of sound’. 
It is (implicitly) stated in this way that its sole quality is sound. Surely (one may 
ask), how can sound be Space? With this doubt in mind, he says ‘sound’ etc. 
For sound ‘is the space that makes room’, and because it is the space that 
makes room, the cause is in accord (anuguna) with (the nature of) Space. 
Although (Space) is also space that makes room, (sound) is its cause, as it 
‘allows for the superimposition (adhyasa) of the entities denoted by words 
within it’. Thus, just as a word makes room within itself for the object it 
denotes, because it allows for (its) superimposition (adhydsa), in the same way 
Space, which is its product, allows all things (to be deployed within it). ‘That’ 
is the subtle element of sound. ‘Therefore’, because the subtle elements of 
sound and touch are the causes (of the Air element), it is ‘both sound and 
touch'. The meaning is that possesses both qualities of sound and touch. 


5*5 Read srutir for Sratir. 

“© One could add ‘and the identification with (the entities denoted by words within it). 
The term adhyása means ‘superimposition’. The term is commonly used by Advaita 
Vedantins to denote the mistaken projection or ‘superimposition’ of an illusory entity 
onto a real one. To quote the classic example: when a rope in a dark room is mistaken 
for a snake, what takes place is the mistaken superimposition (adhyása) of a snake seen 
elsewhere onto the rope, due to the similarity of their appearance. In this case, the 
superimposition of the denoted meaning onto the word is not a mistake. See, for 
example, YSü 2/17 ‘there is a state of reciprocal superimposition between words, 
meanings and ideas’, and Vyasa’s commentary. 
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Surely (one may ask), according to others, sound is only the quality of 
Space. As they say: ‘There the qualities of Space are sound, number, change, 
separation, conjunction and division. ^" Thus how is it that it is said here that 
Air also possesses that quality? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


art aga: desque Wed 0 seo 
"rdi gff ew or a fara | 
seem yd T: 1 eck odi 
aa ous meena faa: aya: | 


anye tv Ghur dhvanih khaikagunas tad api yujyate | 285 ll 
yato vayur nijam rüpam labhate na vinambarat | 
uttarottarabhütesu pürvapürvasthitir yatah || 286 |l 

tata eva marudvyomnor aviyogo mithah smrtah | 


Others say that sound is solely the quality of Space.“ That is also 
correct, because Air does not assume its own nature without Space. This is 
because the prior condition is present in the subsequent elements. Thus, it 
is said that Air and Space are not separate from one another. (285cd- 
287ab) 


‘That’ (is also correct), namely that sound is a quality of Space, for Air 
without Space cannot assume its own nature. The meaning is that its nature is 
(invariably) associated with it. Each prior condition, for example that of Space, 
is present in subsequent elements, such as Air (in this example). Thus it is said 
that Air and Space are not separate from one another. That is said (as follows). 
‘Therefore, Touch itself is Air, and they say that, in the same way, that which 
precedes is the cause of what follows.’*” Thus, this is primarily the quality of 
Space, which is associated with (Air). In other words, because Air is associated 
with (Space, Sound is) is secondarily ascribed to it. 


Weert g S ae TAMA 1 Ace I 
aera Beh: me: wate aq | 
deaf: uhr: ahi mu. d ce odd 


Sabdasparsau tu rüpena samam praksobham àgatau |l 287 || 
tejastattvam tribhir dharmaih prahuh pürvavad eva tat | 
tais tribhih sarasair apah sagandhair bhür iti kramah || 288 Il 


5" This looks like a Vaisesika- or Nydyasiitra. It is certainly the view of the Vaisesikas, 
shared by Naiyàyikas. 

58 See below, 9/297cd-299ab. 

5? This also looks like a Vaisesika- or Nydyasiitra, or at any rate, is drawn from the 
same source as the previous reference. 
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When sound and touch are disturbed together, along with form, 
(they become) the element Fire, that is (endowed with these) three qualities. 
(The teachers) say that, as before, (the same takes place) in the case of 
Water, which is (a product of) these three, along with (the subtle element 
of) taste, (while) Earth (is characterized by these four), along with (the 
subtle element of) smell. This is the order (of their production). (287cd-288) 


‘(Fire, that is endowed with these) three qualities’, is characterized 
by them. Just as the quality of sound is ascribed to Air, in the same way, sound 
and touch are ascribed to Fire, the form (of which is its) primary (quality). This 
is because, ‘as before’, the previous condition is present in the subsequent 
element (in the series). This is the meaning. (Earth is characterized) by these 
four, ‘along with (the subtle element of) smell’. That is said (in our source): 


“Space, which is characterized by just one quality, originates from the 
aroused?' subtle element of sound, which allows for its superimposition 
(adhyása) (within itself). Wind (is characterized) by the aroused qualities of 
sound and touch. O lady praised by heroes," these two qualities are seen to 
belong to it. Fire arises by the aroused qualities of sound, touch and sight. Thus, 
those who know the three fires teach that it possesses three qualities. Water 
arises by the aroused qualities of sound, touch, sight and taste. Thus, O most 
excellent of women, Water possesses (these) four energies. Earth arises by the 
five aroused qualities of sound and the rest (of the subtle elements). Thus, one 
always perceives that Earth possesses all the qualities." 

Surely (one may ask), smell and the rest of the group of qualities is 
perceived directly, there is no state (vrtti) of any (gross element), be it Earth or 
the rest, that is separate (and independent) of them, or else, if that were to be so, 
one would have to accept the existence of something that has close affinity with 
the qualities and (the elements) that bear (them). With this doubt in mind, he 
says: 


Earth 


wa ar: fret sores: | 


tatra pratyaksatah siddho dharadir gunasaficayah | 


$% The content and wording in places indicate that Abhinava had the following passage 
in mind when he wrote verses 283ab-288. 

*! One could also translate ksubhita less literally as ‘activated’. 

7? In this passage, the god is speaking to the goddess, whom he addresses as being 
‘praised by the heroes’. ‘Heroes’ (vira) are the adepts of the Bhairava and Kaula 
Tantras. Thus, this appellation indicates that this passage is probably not drawn from a 
Siddhanta source. Moreover, the reference here to qualities as energies further supports 
this hypothesis. 
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Direct perception proves that Earth and the other (gross 
elements)*? consist of the aggregate of (these) qualities. (289ab) 


The meaning is that the nature of (the gross elements) consists of *the 
aggregate of qualities’, because it is not different from smell and the rest of the 
group of qualities. That is said (in the Bhogakarika): 


*In this way, Earth and the rest are not separate from smell and the rest 
of the group (of qualities), as taught before, and are proved to exist by the direct 
perception of people of this world (Joka).’** 


The point is that there is no perception of Earth and the rest (of the 
gross elements) as separate from them. He says that: 


afe wenfesntrcafatter farms sp: 1 269 1 


nahi gandhadidharmaughavyatirikta vibhati bhüh | 289 || 


Earth certainly does not manifest separately from the aggregate of 
the qualities of smell and the rest.** (289cd) 


The notion that (something is made of) Earth, for example, arises (only) 
when one perceives one or other of (its qualities, namely) smell and the rest, not 
otherwise. Thus, Earth and the rest (of the gross elements) are not separate from 
smell and the rest (of the qualities). When they are not perceived in something, 
what is perceived differs from it, as does Earth from Water. That said (in the 
Bhogakarika): 


‘If smell and the rest (of the qualities) (that Earth possesses) are not 
perceived, the notion (that something is) Earth certainly does not arise. (Rather,) 
(the notion that it is) Water or the rest (of the gross elements) arises (instead), 
even if they are not perceived also. (Thus,) Earth is not other than (the qualities 
of) smell and rest (of the qualities), whereas it is separate from Water and the 
other (gross elements).’**° 


55 Read dharadir for dharadi. Without this emendation, the meaning would be: ‘There 
direct perception proves (the existence) of the aggregate of the qualities of Earth and the 
other (gross elements).’ While this statement is not incorrect, the emendation is 
supported by the commentary and what follows. 

5 BhoKa 12abc. The printed text of the BhoKa reads —vratopetà for vratabhinna and 
abhiprasiddha for pratyaksasiddhà. 

555 To put it another way: nothing that is Earth manifests apart from the aggregate of the 
qualities of smell and the rest. 

5% BhoKa 15-16ab. The printed edition of the BhoKa reads dharitryam — ‘in Earth’ for 
dharitryah — ‘of Earth’. There is no essential difference in the meaning, but even so the 
text should be emended, if we accept that this is Aghoraéiva's reading, as can be 
understood from his commentary, which is as follows: 
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Surely (one may ask), if smell and the rest (of the qualities) are 
themselves Earth, then because they are one with Earth, they should not be 
perceived successively. With this doubt in mind, he says: 


"em prian: | 
fb wd qa fr aga Ufa 00990 d 


yathà gunagunidvaitavadinam ekam apy adah | 
citrah rüpam pate bhati kramád dharmas tathà bhuvi || 290 || 


According to those who maintain that a quality and what it 
qualifies are two (distinct realities), a single, varied (citra) colour (design) 
(rüpa) on a cloth appears gradually. This is just as happens with the 
qualities within Earth. (290) 


Here (with regard to this question), even if a quality and the (substance 
it) qualifies are different, as Kanada and others (maintain), this ‘varied colour 
(design)' made of white, green, blue and so on, although one, the quality which 
is called the colour (of the cloth) is perceived gradually, as the cloth, which is 
the possessor of (that) quality, is unrolled. In the same way, Earth, for example, 
is one, and so smell and the rest of the qualities present in Earth are also one; 
(even so,) we perceive them gradually (one after another, not all at once). There 
is nothing wrong in that. That is said (in the Bhogakarika): 


‘Earth and the rest (of the elements) are said to be varied by nature and 
distinct (from one another) because of (the diversity of their) qualities. They are 
made manifest gradually?" just as is a variously coloured (design) on a 
wrapped-up cloth (which is gradually spread out).’** 


hi yasmat káranát, visesarüpair gandhadibhir gunair agrhitair vis ‘am dharmi- 
riipayam dharitryàm kadàcid buddhir notpadyate, dravyantaresu tu j isv agrhitegv 
apy utpadyata eva | tasmád gandhadibhyo bhümir ananyā, jaladibhyo ‘anyaiveti || 15 ll 


"It is for this reason, namely, that because the qualities, smell and the rest, that 
specify (Earth) are not perceived within the object of specification, that is, within Earth, 
which is the bearer of these attributes, the notion (of Earth) never arises. Rather it arises 
within other substances, such as water, that are also not perceived. Therefore, Earth is 
not other than smell and the rest (of the qualities), whereas it is other than water and the 
rest (of the elements)." 

577 Read, with the printed edition, kramavyarigya for kramasamkhya. 

7* BhoKa 13. The commentary explains: ‘The earth and other (elements) mentioned 
(here) are distinct from one another due to the (diversity of their) qualities, that is, smell 
and the rest. They are seen to be varied by nature due to the difference in their forms, 
such as dry land, stones, mountains, rivers and seas. Thus, they are made manifest 
gradually, as is a wrapped-up cloth on which is present a varied form (that becomes 
visible as it is unrolled). It is impossible to perceive the entire nature simultaneously of 
Earth and the rest (of the elements), which when viewed (are seen to be) diverse, with 
differing forms (primary and) secondary, nearby, and in accord with their nature, 
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Surely (one may ask), this is not (always) the same, because one does 
perceive the varied colour on, for example, a cloth that is spread out all at once. 
Thus, with this doubt in mind, he says: 


"rp faq aa pm fur d 
aaa aft aera sod 392 od 


yathá ca vistrte vastre yugapad bhati citratà | 
tathaiva yoginam dharmasamastyenavabhati bhüh | 291 Il 


Just as the variety (of a design) appears all at once on an extended 
piece of cloth, in the same way Earth manifests to yogis as the unitary 
totality of its qualities (dharmasamastya).*” (291) 


distant. Rather (their) nature is made manifest by the senses, or (by way of) inference, 
gradually (kramena)." 
7? This verse is quoted by MaheSvarananda (MM p. 51). In the context of explaining 
Krama teachings, he writes: 

krtyapaficake ca paramesvarasya srstisthitisarhhüresu trisu na kvacid api 
vaisamyam | uparitanayoh punar yada vyamohyamdnapasujandpeksaya samaya- 
bhrarisápüdanàdirüpam | etaccittasya | vykulikaranam, yada ca kdrunyotkarsad 
etaddosavyudásenásya bhüyah svariipalabhapradayitvam, tadà tirodhdnam anugrahas 
ceti tatkrtyadvayam vyapadisyate | yada punah, 


yathà ca vistrte vastre yugapad bhati citrata | - 
tathaiva yoginàr dharmasamastyenaiva bhati bhüh |l TA 9/291 


iti sritantrálokasthityà pasupramátradyavacchedavyapohena visvam eva kāryatayā 
anusandhiyate, tadanakhya bhaseti tatkrtyadvayavyapadesa | 


“Out of the Supreme Lord's five operations, there is no difference in any 
circumstance (kvacit) in the (first) three, namely, emanation, persistence and 
withdrawal. However, that is not so (punar) with regards to the following two. These 
two functions are called obscuration and grace, in relation to (the condition of) deluded 
fettered souls. If the disturbance of their mind brings about, for example, a fall from the 
Rule (that is the Lord's act of obscuration); (or) if that defect is removed by the 
excellence of (the Lord's) compassion, and the realisation (/abha) of (their) own nature 
is bestowed upon (the fettered once) again, then (the Lord graces them). If, on the 
contrary (it happens that): 


‘Just as the variety (of a design) appears all at once on an extended piece of 
cloth, in just the same way the Earth element manifests to the yogi as the unitary totality 
of its qualities (dharmasamastya)." 


According to this teaching of the venerable Tantraloka, if one contemplates the 
universe as a product (of consciousness) by removing the limitation (avaccheda) of the 
fettered perceiver etc., then these two functions are called Anakhya (the Inexplicable) 
and Bhasa (Luminosity).’ These two are the supreme states taught in the Krama system. 
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‘The unitary totality of its qualities’, that is, of the qualities of smell 
and the rest (of Earth, are experienced) as a unity, all together and 
simultaneously. When the varied colour of a cloth manifests (together) all at 
once, it is because it is spread out. Here (in this case, Earth) manifests ‘as the 
unitary totality of its qualities’ by virtue of the ability yogis (possess), who 
have accomplished (the practice of contemplating) Earth and the rest (of the 
elements), by the excellence of the nature (dharma) (they acquire) born (of the 
practice) of yoga. 

This kind of ability yogis possess, which is the reason for this, is absent 
in those who are not yogis. Thus, according to the means (by which it is 
perceived), the smell and the rest (of the qualities) of Earth, for example, are 
perceived gradually (or all at once). This is not a relevant objection (codya), 
namely, that because Earth and the other (elements) have a single (undivided 
nature) how can smell and the rest be perceived gradually? Thus, he says that: 


maera RE EHI WS: | 
SUAVE SEHTEHÍNMTTd: | 393 |i 


gandhádisabdaparyantacitrarüpà dharà tatah | 
upayabhedad bhaty esa kramakramavibhagatah |l 292 || 


Thus, the Earth, which has a varied form due to (its qualities), that 
range from smell to sound, can manifest either gradually or all at once, 
according to the means (by which it is perceived). (292) 


Surely (one may ask), if no difference arises in the (essential) nature of 
Earth, for example, and (its) smell and the rest (of its qualities), in accord with 
the principle that ‘if (something) manifests in accord with the means (by which 
it is perceived), how can that be due to the difference in the way it is 
conceived?’ How is it that (when we experience) that Earth has smell, there is a 
difference in the way it is conceived (buddhibheda) as a quality (visesana) and 
the bearer of (that) quality (visesya)? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


ad us arate ste sem | 
TAAA AAA AMT 1 233 íi 


tata eva kramavyaktikrto dhibheda ucyate | 
sasthiprayogo dhibhedad bhedyabhedakatà tathà | 293 Il 


Thus it is said that the difference (in the way) something is 
conceived (to be) is brought about by the (form of the) manifestation of 
succession. It is due to these different ways of conceiving (the nature of the 
same thing) (dhibhedat) that we use a genitive, and (there is a relationship 
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between) what is differentiated (bhedya) and that which differentiates 
(bhedakata)™ (when referring to it). (293) 


"Thus' the manifestation (of the qualities of the elements) is gradual or 
(all at once) without succession (kramakramdvabhasa), due to the different 
means (by which it is perceived, or purpose to which it is put to use). (An 
example of the) use of the genitive is ‘the smell of Earth’. The relationship 
between that which is differentiated and that which differentiates it is the 
relationship between a substantive (visesya) and an adjective (visesana). This is 
the meaning. An example is ‘Earth smells’. That is said (in the Bhogakarika): 


"The reason these (gross elements) become the objects of the various 
perceptions of (substances that are) denoted as substantives (visesya) and 
qualities  (visesana) is because they are made manifest gradually 
(kramavyangya). 

He (now) concludes the main point. 


a ARAS mf ar mu | 


tena dharmatirikto ‘tra dharmi nama na kascana | 


Thus here (according to us), there is no bearer of qualities at all 
that is separate from them.*” (294ab) 


"Thus', because the (gradual) successive perception (of something, as 
for example, first a jar and then its colour.) cannot take place otherwise. 

In this way, it is has been stated that Earth and the rest (of the gross 
elements) are not separate from the multitude of (their) qualities, that is, smell 
and the rest. Well, what are they, where are they, how many are they, and what 
are they like? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


The Qualities of the Elements 


armen SPT: fad 1 eax o 
wert: masg: weer fate: | 


5% For example, ‘the smell of earth’ and ‘odourous earth’ (gandhavati — lit. ‘possessing 
smell’). 

5" BhoKa 14. Aghorasiva explains: ami dharadayo ‘rthah kramavyarigyatvad dhetoh 
surabhir iyam prthivityadinam visesanavisesyaripanam dhibhidam jnanabhedanam 
tadbhavavyapadeSasya ca visayatam prapnuvanti | 


'"These' things, such as Earth and the rest, become the objects of the 
denotation of their condition and ‘the various perceptions’, that is, diverse cognitions 
(jana), in the form of that which is qualified (visesya) and (the qualities that) qualify 
them (visesana), such as the Earth, of which this is the smell. ‘The reason’ for this is 
"because they are made manifest gradually'." 

5* Cf. above 1/158-160 and commentary. In other words, there is no difference between 
qualities and that which is qualified by them. 
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vaca mms feat: seers aT d 248 d 
ymado far wes Wah | 
sree afar wet 11 995 di 
quier afr: IRATA | 


tatranekaprakarah syur gandhariparasah ksitau || 294 ll 
samsparsah pakajo ‘nusnasitah sabdo vicitrakah | 
Sauklyam madhuryasttatve citrah sabdàs ca varini ll 295 Il 
Suklabhasvaratosnatvam citrah Sabdas ca pavake | 
apakajas casitosno dhvanis citras ca marute || 296 || 
varnütmako dhvanih sabdapratibimbany athambare | 


There the smell, colour and taste of Earth are of many kinds. (Its) 
touch is a derived product (pakaja),* which is neither hot nor cold, and 
(its) sound is varied. Water is clear, white, sweet, and cold, and the sounds 
within it are various. Fire is clear, luminous, and hot, and the sounds within 
it are various. (The tactile sensation) of Air is natural to it (apákaja); it is 
neither hot nor cold, and the resonance within it is various. The (quality) of 
Space is sound, which consists of phonemes and the echoes (pratibimba) of 
sound. (294cd-297ab) 


They are *of many kinds'. There (in that case), 1) smell is of two kinds, 
fragrant and otherwise. 2) Colour is of many kinds, that is, white and yellow etc. 
3) Taste is of six kinds, sweet etc. A ‘derived product’ (pákaja) is so called 
because it originates from the union with another substance and (its production) 
depends, for example, upon the place (of its production) and the time it takes. 
That is said (concerning Earth, namely): 


4) ‘its tactile sensation, being neither hot nor cold, is a derived product." 
564 


°° The word pakaja here translated as ‘derived product’, literally means ‘produced by 
cooking’. Depending on the element, one or more of its qualities may be a natural 
quality of that element, which are ‘not produced by cooking’ — apakaja. Other qualities 
may be derived by combining with others and in other ways. An example is the firing of 
a clay jar. To do that, a kiln is required, which is located in a proper place. It should be 
heated for the required amount of time to acquire its colour and consistency. In this way, 
the soft dark clay becomes a hard red jar. Similarly, the combination of two or more 
metals, or the addition to them of other substances, changes their qualities, which are 
thus acquired or derived, that is, ‘produced by cooking’, pakaja. 

5t The Sanskrit reads: sparso ‘sya anusnásitatve sati pakajah | 1 have not been able to 
trace this reference, nor the one that follows a little further down. Abhinava writes: 
samsparsah pükajo 'nusnasitah (‘touch is a derived product (pakaja), which is 
neither hot nor cold’) TA 9/295a It is clear from the close similarity of the wording 
that this was Abhinava's source. Similarly, a little further ahead concerning Fire, 
Jayaratha quotes the line ‘there (in that case), clear and luminous are form, and hot is 
touch. tatra — Suklam — bhüsvaram ca — rüpam — usna eva — sparsah. Cf. 
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5) (The sounds within Earth) are ‘varied’, because they (may be any 
number of sounds and noises), such as ‘khata khata’ and the like. The three 
‘clear white (sweet and cold)’ are the objects of form, taste and touch 
(respectively). As is said: 


"White, sweet and cold are form, taste and touch." 


(Sounds within Fire are) ‘various’, because they (may be any number 
of sounds and noises) such as ‘chala chala’ and the like. One should understand 
the same variety (to be present) in the (elements) that follow after (also), as for 
example, (the sounds) dhama dhama and cata cata etc. ‘Clear and luminous’ 
are (qualities found in) form. It is said (in the following line concerning Fire): 


‘there (in that case), clear and luminous are form, and hot is touch.’ 


((The tactile sensation) of Air is) ‘natural to it (apakaja)’. That is said 
(as follows): 


‘the tactile sensation (of Air), neither hot, nor cold, is natural to it." 
*(Sound), which consists of phonemes’, means made of the sounds of 


words. It is said (concerning) ‘echoes’ that, ‘according to the learned, the 
striking of an echo arises within space.'** 


Suklabhasvaratosnatvam citrah sabdà$ ca pavake: ‘fire is clear, luminous, and hot, and 
the sounds within it are various.’ TA 9/296ab The rest of the passage is clearly drawn 
from the same unidentified source. 

55 BhoKa 11cd. Just as Abhinava draws a good deal from Sadyojyotis’s Bhogakarika, 
similarly Jayaratha draws from its brief commentary (vrtti) by Aghorasivacarya. Here, 
for example, it seems that Jayaratha's commentary is an abbreviated version of 
AghoraSiva's commentary on BhoKa 11. Although probably not Abhinava's source, 
nonetheless the account in the Bhogakárikà 9-11 is instructive and worth quoting in full, 
as is Aghorasivacarya’s commentary, in which he quotes the parallel passage in MrT 
12/27-29. Here it is: 


gandhah ksitau rasah sodhà madhurah ksmákabandhakah | 
Suklàdi suklar bhásvac ca rüparn ksityadisu trisu W 9 Il 
asitosnau mahivayvoh pákajapákajau prthak | 

jale Sitah Sikhinyusnasparso.ayam samvyavasthitah l 10 I 
Sabdas taddravyajanitah prthag bhütacatustaye | 
pratisabdakasamghato nabhasy evodito budhaih W 11 I 


“Smell is in Earth. Taste, which is of six kinds, (such as) sweet, is (in) Earth 
and Water. White etc. and the radiantly luminous form (of fire) are in the three, Earth 
and the rest (i.e. Water and Fire). Cold and hot are in the Earth and Wind. The two are, 
separately, innate (to the element that may be innately cool as water or hot as fire for 
example)) (apakaja) or the product of the process of (its) development (pakaja) (as for 
example is hot water). Coolness is in Water. This contact with heat is located within 
Fire. Sound is produced from that substance (Earth), and separately in the four gross 
elements. According to the wise, the striking of an echo arises within Space.’ (BhoKa 9- 
11) 
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tatra gandhah surabhyasurabhirüpah ksitaveva | rasah ksmdjalayoh | tatra ksitau 
katvamlalavanamadhurakasáyatiktarüpah | jale tu madhura eva | rüpam ca 
ksmajalagnisu | tatra kşitau śuklaraktapītakrşņādyanekavidham | jale tu śuklam eva | 
agnau bhāsvadrūpam | teşu savāyuşu sparsah sthitah | sa ca mahyam vāyau ca 
pratyekam aSito ‘nusnah | kah punar mahivayusparsayoh parasparam bhedo ‘ta aha 
pakajapakajau prthag iti | mahyàrn. sparéah pakajah, vayau tv apákaja ity ayam 
evanayor bhedah | asya copalaksanatvad rüpádayo ‘pi mahigunah pakaja eva | jale 
punah svabhavikah sparsah Sita eva | agnàv usna eva | sabdas ca bhiimyadisu catursu 
tais taih parthivadibhir dravyaih parasparam ühatya jatah | nabhasi tu pratisruk 
Sabdatmakah | 


"There, smell, which is fragrant or otherwise, is in Earth alone. Taste is in 
(both) Earth and Water. There, in Earth, (taste) is bitter, sour, sweet, astringent and 
pungent. (The taste) in Water it is only sweet. Form is (present) in Earth, Water and 
Fire. There in Earth it is of many kinds, including white, red, yellow, and black etc. 
Within Water it is only white. Within Fire (form) is radiantly luminous. Touch is present 
in (all of) them, including Wind. That is (present) within Earth, the Wind, and in each 
one, it is hot (or) cold. 

What then is the difference between the touch present in Earth and Wind? He 
says, (in the first case) it is a derived product (pakaja); (in the latter) not, separately. 
Touch in Earth is a derived product, in Air it is not. This is the difference between them. 
This is because they are perceived (upalaksana) to belong to it, that form and the rest 
are qualities of Earth and are derived products. Again, within Water, touch is inherently 
natural and cool, (whereas) in Fire it is hot. Sound is present in the four, Earth and the 
rest, and is born by the mutual sticking together with each of the substances, namely, 
Earth and the rest. The nature of Sound within Space is an echo. 


nanu vaisesiküdibhir àsrayad anyatro(trünu)palabdher akasaikagunah sabda isyate, tad 
ayuktam, pratyaksagamabadhitatvena hetoh kalatyayapadistatvat | yatah sabdüsraya 
eva bheryádau Sabdah Srityate | kifica, prthivyāń tàvat katakatédikah Sabdo drsyate, 
jale  chalacchalàdih, agnau Plea Sakasakadir vayau, nabhasi ca 
pratisabdatmaka iti l etac cái 


Surely (one may ask), according to the Vaisesikas and others, as no other 
substratum is perceived, sound is the solely the quality of Space. That is an unsound 
(view), because the reason for this is contradicted by (both) direct perception and the 
scriptures, and because with the passing of time it fades away. As that is so, sound is 
heard within kettledrums and the like, that are the substratum of sound. Moreover, one 
perceives a degree of sound such as ‘kata kata’ in Earth, ‘chala chala’ in Water, ‘dhama 
dhama’ in Fire, ‘Saka Saka’ in Air, and an echo in Space.’ In the Mrgendravrttidipika, 1 
have refuted at length (the view that) the sole quality of Space is sound. And it is said in 
the venerable Mrgendra: 


pañcasu Sabdo ‘yam sparso bhütacatustaye | 

asitosno mahivayvoh Sitosnau varitejasoh M 

bhasvad agnau jale suklarn ksitau Suklady anekadha | 

riipam trisu raso ‘mbhassu madhurah sadvidhah ksitau M 
gandhah ksitàv asurabhih surabhi$ ca mato budhaih | iti Il 9-11 | 
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Surely (one may ask), according to others, sound is the sole quality of 
Space, which is devoid of (all) tactile sensation. As they say: 


"Unlike touch, sound is not the specific quality (of any one gross 
element). This is because, being directly perceptible, it is not preceded by a 
cause (or) quality, and because for that reason it is not considered to be a 
substance, and moreover, is perceived elsewhere, other than in its (original) 
locus (àsraya)." 


So how is it that it is said here that sound is also a quality of Earth and 
the rest that possess (the quality of) touch? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Sound and its Echo 


"jx fagh: wer gem wad 11 2a od 
Pma der EMT | 


yat tu na sparsavad dharmah Sabda ityadi bhanyate | 297 Il 
kāņādais tatsvapratitiviruddham kena grhyatam | 


The followers of Kanada say that sound, unlike touch, is a quality 
(only of space). Who could accept (such a view, that) runs contrary to one’s 
own experience? (297cd-298ab) 


‘(This view) runs contrary to one’s own experience’ means that i 
contradicted by (one’s own) experience. 

He gives a reason for that. 
vee aAA wremanfeHe aq 0 396 od 
patahe dhvanir ity eva bhaty abadhitam eva yat I 298 || 


What appears, without being contradicted (by experience), is that 
the sound is in the drum (not in the ear).5 (298cd) 


"The wise consider that smell, fragrant and otherwise, is in the (element) Earth. 
Taste is in Earth and Water. There (the taste) in Earth is of six kinds, that is, sweet (and 
the rest, i.e. bitter, astringent, salty, sweet, sour and pungent). In Water it is just sweet. 
Form is in Earth, Water and Fire. There in Earth it is of many kinds — white, (red, 
yellow, black) and so on. In Water it is only clear (white). In Fire it is luminous. Touch 
is present in (these) four Elements. This (subtle) sound in the five. Within both Earth 
and Air, it is neither cold nor hot. (Whereas it is both) cold and hot in Water and Fire.’ 
(MrT 12/27-29) 
5% According to the Vaisesikas, sound is not perceived at its source (e.g. the drum), but 
elsewhere, viz. ‘in the ether contained within the cavity of the ear’. If the sound 
(according to the Vaisesika) were to have, for example, a conch as its substratum, when 
(the conch is) covered its (sound) may not be perceived (but it remains possible to do 
so). Whereas, when the cavities of the ears are obstructed it can never be perceived in 
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The sense is that for this reason, (the sound) is not perceived elsewhere, 
other than in its (original) locus (asraya). 

Surely (they may say that,) if the sound is in the drum, it is because the 
drum is (its) cause; otherwise, (its) appearing (to be so) would not be possible.*” 
With this doubt in mind, he says: 


qa SGA umne4egw d 


na ca hetutvamatrena tadadanatvavedanat | 


This is because we do not have the idea of receiving (adàna) that 
(sound) just because (the drum) is the cause (of it). (299ab) 


The perception (we have) is certainly not just ‘as the drum is here, there 
is sound,’ rather, ‘this sound is where the drum is’. Thus, the reason (advanced 
to sustain this theory) is not proved. This is the sense (of this statement). 

Surely (one may ask), as the sense of hearing does not act, it does not 
reach the location of the drum, so how can it serve as an instrument to perceive 
sound which is in that place? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Spi ASME TA TA AT 11 288 4i 
ghemifa a we Teor aa | 


Srotram casmanmate ‘hamkrtkaranam tatra tatra tat || 299 |l 
vrttibhagiti taddesam Sabdam grhnáty alarh tathà | 


According to us, the cause of the sense of hearing is the ego. It 
operates in the various places (where it is projected) (tatra tatra), thus it is 
capable (alam) of sensing the sound which is in that place (i.e. in the drum). 
(299cd-300ab) 


The reason as to why this is so is that ‘the cause of the sense of 
hearing is the ego'. Moreover, the nature of (this form of the) ego is rajas, and 
so it is acts. Thus, its product, the sense of hearing, also acts. Thus it is said that 
‘it operates in the various places (where it is projected) (tatra tatra)’. The 
meaning is that it operates and acts in each particular location of (its) object. 
Thus, the sense of hearing ‘is capable’ of perceiving sound also in the location 
of the drum in the form located there, which is sufficient (for it to be perceived). 
The followers of Kanada say here (about this) that: 


"Once the sound born from the initial sound that originates from the 
conjunction and separation (of two or more objects striking together) has by a 
successive series of waves reached the location of the space delimited by the 


any.’ According to the Vaisesika, sound (sabda) is an attribute of space (akása), not of 
the air which rise to tactile sensations (not sounds). See Vaisesikasütra 2/1/24-28. 
°°” Read anyathasiddho’ yam avabhāsah for anyathà siddho' yam avabhasah. 
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cavity of the ear, which is considered be that which hears (it), it generates the 
perception (jfidna) of its own object." 


In order to refute that view, he continues: 


Tea saat PAART 11 B00 di 
Wet: WE SMT Nef TTT | 

TA Fett goaa ufo 302 od 
amp affa qiue emp | 


yas tv Gha $rotram àkasari karnasamyogabheditam V 300 || 
Sabdajah Sabda àgatya Sabdabuddhim prasüyate | 

tasya mande ‘pi murajadhvanàv àkarnake sati || 301 || 
amutra Srutir eseti dūre samvedanam katham | 


Some say that when the echo (Sabdaja)™ of the (original) sound 
reaches the space confined (bhedita) in the (cavity of the) ear, which is in 
contact with the (inner) ear, it gives rise to the sensation of sound 
(Sabdabuddhi). However, how can (this explanation) account for the fact 
that when one hears even dim drumming, one senses that this sound comes 
from a distance? (300cd-302ab) 


The intended sense is that the reason (given by others to support the 
view that sound is sensed in the ear, namely that it is, as they say.) ‘therefore 
perceived elsewhere, other than in its (original) locus (üsraya)', is not proved 
(to be correct). Kanada, who explains (the matter) this way, (by saying that the 
sound is) dim because it is close to ceasing, does not also (thereby) indicate that 
it is not fit to be heard. If *this' (sound) where the drum is located, once it has 
reached the location of the space (in the ear), which is considered be that which 
hears it, (actually) perceives the sound of the echo which is close to ceasing, 
then the cognition (pratipatti) one should have is that this sound is here in the 
ear, and not ‘because it is distant, it is in the drum’. Thus, the view that the 
perception is that of the sound present in the space of the (cavity of) the ear (not 
in the distant drum) is refuted simply by one's own experience. This is the 
point. 


He (now) states the reason here (for this). 


fe WATER quendíed: H 3e3 di 
FATES ITT | 


nahi SabdajaSabdasya dürádüraravoditeh | 302 II 
Srotrakasagatasyasti düradürasvabhavatà | 


555 An echo is ‘sound born from sound’ (Sabdaja). See above, 3/25-7. 
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Once the echo of a sound, whether distant or near, enters the space 
of the (cavity of the) auditory organ, it would be neither distant nor near. 
(302cd-303ab) 


Whether a sound arises from a sound that is far away or close by, there 
would be no difference in itself due to the distance or proximity of the cause, 
because there would be no difference between their contact with the location of 
the space within the ear. 

Surely (one may ask), (alright,) let it not be that the sound born of (the 
original distant) sound is the object of the perception of distance as a modality 
(vrtti) of the sense of hearing; (rather.) let it be so that the first (original sound) 
that extends up to the ear is such that it is (experienced) as being located in a 
distant place. With this doubt in mind, he says: 


IA WH: weal qsu 11-303 1 
TÀ: a dare gaa d d 
eb gad meaa waa: 11 30% I 


na cásau prathamah Sabdas tavad vyapiti yujyate || 303 || 
tatrasthaih saha tivrátmà Srityamanas tv anena tu | 
katham $rüyeta mandah san na hi dharmantarasrayah V 304 Il 


Moreover, it makes no sense (to say) (na yujyate) that the first 
(original) sound is thus pervasive. (If that were true,) then why should 
those who are there (close to where the sound originates) hear that it is very 
loud, and (those at a distance), along with them, perceive it as soft? (The 
same object) cannot possess differing (conflicting) qualities. (303cd-304) 


‘The first (original) sound’ is the one that originates from, for 
example, a drum located in a distant place. In this way, this first (original) sound 
of the drum is heard by nearby listeners as very loud. How is it that this listener 
in a distant place hears it as soft? It is not possible that that same loud sound can 
possess another (conflicting) quality (at the same time), namely, that it is (also) 
soft. This is because one (and the same) thing cannot have (mutually) 
conflicting qualities. Thus, the reason (advanced for this view, namely that) the 
perception of that (sound takes place) within the drum, which is its basis, is not 
established (siddha) (as valid). 

Surely (one may ask), the (Vaisesikas), who are the followers of 
Kanada, have advanced three reasons to refute (the view) that sound is a quality 
similar to touch. How can that (view) be refuted by refuting just one reason (out 
of the three)? (This cannot be so,) because the (other) two reasons are not 
defective. With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Urahara eur qum yA: | 
seed ofrararcert at fe 7 OSA: I B04 di 
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etac cányair apakari bahudheti vrthà punah | 
nàyastari patitaghatadane ko hi na panditah W 305 Il 


This (Vaisesika view) has been refuted in many ways by others - it 
is useless to weary oneself again. Who is not skilled in beating a fallen man? 
(305) 


(The Vaisesika view has been refuted by) ‘others’ such as Jyotsnakara, 
who say the following. (According to the Vaisesika), the conjunction (sariryoga) 
(between two things) is a quality, as is touch. Even so, these others maintain that 
it is brought about (pürvaka) by a quality without a (prior) cause. Otherwise, (if 
that were not so,) the conjunction between substances that are products (kdrya) 
(of prior causes) would be derived from (another) conjunction (sarnyogaja). 
This is because the conjunction of products is preceded (and brought about) by 
the conjunction of (their) causes. Thus (if that were true), the conjunction which 
is the result of the action of both things (conjoined), that differ from one another 
(as) a pillar and an eagle (that is perched on it), or of (just) the eagle, would not 
be possible. 

Nor is conjunction possible if it is a substance, because being a 
substance, when division takes place, that would cease to exist. Thus, these two 
reasons for (how) conjunction (takes place) are not exclusive (of other possible 
explanations). 

On the contrary, taking conjunction itself as an example, (in attempting) 
to establish (sadhana) that (conjunction) is a quality like touch, by (saying that 
conjunction) is preceded (and brought about) by a quality that has no cause, and 
that it is a substance,” it is contradicted (viruddha), because the means to 
(establish that) is a means that serves to establish the contrary. Again, with 
regards to the view (that it is like) the baking of a (clay) pan, it is most evident 
that (that reason also) is not exclusive (of other possible ones), such as the 
baking of pots and the like. Moreover, it is not proved that it is preceded (and 
brought about) by a quality without a (prior) cause with respect to another, 
because the quality (called) sound is itself a material cause, and because it is 
accepted that a product of the quality (called) sound does arise. The same is the 
case with its status as not being a substance. If one were to object that it is a 
substance because there is sound in a conch and the like, then how is it that it is 
not heard (when the conch is not being blown)? We say (that that is so) because, 
(although sound) is (present there, it is) unmanifest. The change into manifest 
sound from something of which the sound is an unmanifest (quality) is 
something that differs from it. Therefore, sound is a quality of both something 
which possesses touch and does not. Thus, one should consider (that all this 
reasoning) is futile. 

Having in this way described the sequence of the principles from Siva 
to Earth, he explains the relationship (between them, which is that) between the 
pervader and the pervaded. 


5® Read sarnyoge 'naikantikatvam for sarryogenànaikantikatvam. 
5” Read —pürvakatvayávaddravya- for -pürvakatvadravya-. 
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amet q eri Tare: UND Od 
yrsa S aA WAT] ATÀ 11 308 |di 


amisàm tu dharadinam yavams tattvaganah pura | 
gunüdhikatayà tisthan vyaptà tavan prakasate 306 Il 


To the degree in which the mass of reality levels (tattva) of these 
(principles) from Earth onwards abide pervaded by those that precede 
them to that degree, (each) manifests with progressively excellent qualities. 
(306) 


(The principles) ‘that precede them’ are those that come before them 
(in the ascending serial order). This is the meaning. Although the principles are 
thirty-six here (according to us), they are primarily of three kinds, as Nara, Sakti 
and Siva. To the degree in which (the inherent) attribute (dharma) of those 
(principles), which is consciousness made of light, becomes (progressively) 
more evident, (the more it) it excels (visisyate). Thus, that which possesses a 
(more) prominent (and excellent) (visista) quality than something else pervades 
it, as does Siva Sakti, and Siva and Sakti, Nara. As others have said with the 
same intended sense: 

“Maya, Being (sar), and finally the Lord (isa), are the three principles 
called the Self (@tmatattva), Knowledge (vidyatattva) and Siva. (Each) with 
respect to the one which precedes (progressively) possesses (more of the) light 
which is consciousness." 

It is said in this way that. although the quality which is their nature as 
consciousness (ciddharmatá), present in the principles consisting of Maya and 
the rest, which (collectively) are Nara, is not prominent (avisista), that is, is 
even so, just as in the descending sequence, the gross quality of their objectivity 
increases progressively; so too (conversely), in their ascending sequence, (this,) 
their specific (and most excellent quality) (visesa), progressively (increases). To 
the degree in which the quality (of consciousness of) the preceding principle 
goes on increasing (with respect to the ones that follow), it pervades the 
principles from Earth onwards, as does Water Earth, and Fire (Water) and so on. 

Surely (one may ask), as is the case with fire and smoke, the cause 
invariably accompanies (its) effect and so pervades it, and (conversely), the 
effect invariably accompanies that and so is pervaded (by it). Or else, like an 
actor who is covered by a curtain, the subtle, (which is the actor's true identity, ) 
is pervaded, and the gross, (which is the role he plays.) pervades (it). So what is 
(all this) talk here of the progressive excellence of (the Principles' respective) 
qualities (gunddhikya)? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


The Mutual Relationship Between Higher Tattvas and Lower Ones 


ara wr wem ze fms i 
a pi: fret + SI SAAT I Bow |i 


280 CHAPTER NINE 


vyapyavyapakata yaisà tattvanam darsità kila | 
sā gunàdhikyatah siddhà na hetutvan na laghavàt | 307 || 


Indeed, (the scriptures) explain that this relationship between the 
principles, namely, that of the pervader and the pervaded, is established on 
the basis of the progressive excellence of (their respective) qualities. It is not 
based on the causal status (of the higher principles with respect to the 
lower), or their (relative) subtlety (laghava). (307) 


Illustrating how causal status and subtlety are not the invariable criteria 
(to establish the hierarchy of the principles), he establishes it with reasoned 
argument. 


aA wit fe carat faenfear wmz | 


ahetunàpi rago hi vyapto vidyādinā sphutam | 


The principle of Attachment (for example) is pervaded by that of 
(Limited) Knowledge, although it is clearly not its cause. (308ab) 


(Limited Knowledge) ‘is not the cause’ (of Attachment) because, in 
accord with the teaching that ‘Unmanifest (Nature), Attachment and (Limited) 
Knowledge arise from the Force (of limited agency), Attachment and 
(Limited) Knowledge arise together from the Force (of limited agency). 


afer 7 Wace FA: d 30d II 
q em p ums fetes aN | 
TOMA HA ATTA TET 11 308 |di 


tadvind na bhaved yat tad vyaptam ity ucyate yatah | 308 |l 
na laghavam ca nàmásti kificid atra svadarsane | 
gundadhikyad ato jfieyà vyapyavyapakata sphutà | 309 || 


(An entity) which would not exist without (another entity, and so 
depends on it for its existence,) is said to be pervaded by it. This is the 
reason why (there is no mention) of ‘subtleness’ (laghava) (or ‘grossness’) 
at all (even) by name here in our system (darsana). It is clear therefore that 
the relationship between the pervader and the pervaded is based on the 
progressive excellence of the qualities (of the members of this 
relationship). (308cd-309) 


5 Cf. above, 9/217. 

5? The lower principles could not exist without the higher ones that pervade and 
penetrate them. Abhinava explains in the PTv (p. 140-141): *Now, the various principles 
(Earth and the rest) cannot exist without those that, respectively, precede them, such as 
water and the rest, which thus, in this sense, constitute their own (essential) nature. The 
Earth (principle) cannot exist without the Water (principle), because one can (clearly) 
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‘(An entity) which would not exist without (another entity)’ means 
that it would not become manifest (without its prior existence). The sense is 
that, according to the doctrine of (the universal) manifestation (of consciousness 
as all things) (ãbhāsavāda), apart from manifestation there is nothing else at all 
that can serve as a means (pramdna) that makes known the existence of 
(phenomenally) existing things (bhava). Thus it is said here, anything that does 
not manifest without the aid (anugraha) of something (else) is pervaded by it, 
and the other is that which pervades it. ‘Here in our system (darsana)’ means 
the Trika teachings (trikasastra), the nature of which is essentially the 
nonduality of consciousness alone. The intended sense is that, in terms of 
supreme consciousness, there is nothing at all either gross or subtle. 
‘Therefore’ it is unsound (to maintain) that the reason (nimitta) for the state 
(which is that of the relationship between) the pervader and the pervaded is 
(their relative) causal status and subtlety. 

Surely (one may ask), all that is said in the Málinivijayottara is that the 
(relative) condition of (the principles) as being above and below (one another) is 
due to the progressive excellence of the qualities, not (their) condition as the 
pervader and the pervaded. So how is it that it is said to be that? With this doubt 
in mind, he says: 


a fe sere Åge: W dee Sum | 
Beam saga spremferfüfasnp BET a 3go |i 


yo hi yasmád gunotkrstah sa tasmad ürdhva ucyate | 
ürdhvatà vyaptrtà $rimanmálinivijaye sphutà | 310 II 


perceive fluidity (inherently) within its solidity (as when one observes heated metals 
melt). Thus, in accord with this principle, the gross elements cannot exist without the 
subtle ones, and these without the unfolding of the senses, and the senses also without 
the ascertainment (adhyavasdya)( which is the function of the intellect). All these 
cannot exist separately apart from (Nature,) the root cause, which in its original, subtle 
undivided form (pervades them all). The root Nature (mülaprakrti) is the object of 
enjoyment (bhogya). How can that exist without the enjoying subject (bhoktr), which 
due to this varied object of enjoyment, is contracted, and due to (this) contraction is 
subject to various bonds, namely, time, the force (of limited agency) and the rest (of the 
obscuring coverings) which have been posited within its own nature (sva@tmarohita)? 
How can the contraction of unbroken (undivided) consciousness be possible without its 
freedom which, also called Maya, is the cause of (this) contraction? The freedom to 
contract (consciousness) implies a series of grades of contractions, which have as their 
essence the uncontracted state (of consciousness). That could not exist if there were not 
(a unitary consciousness which unfolds in stages from being) slightly uncontracted, 
uncontracted, slightly expanded, and (then finally.) expanding (fully). (p. 141) (Thus, 
ultimately,) all this that is (manifest and) perceived would be nothing without Bhairava 
who, free and completely full, is the essence of perception (prathá). Thus, this 
sequential development (krama) of the principles is proved to exist by its own 
consciousness (svasarivitsiddha).” 
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It is clearly (stated) in the venerable Malinivijaya that ‘whatever 
excels something else in quality is said to be above it.'^? The elevation (of a 
principle along the ascending order of principles) corresponds to (the 
degree of its) pervasion (with respect to that which is on a lower level).5* 
(310) 


He certainly does not mean to say in this way that (the principles that) 
come first and (those that follow after) above (them) are determined by (their) 
location in space or by time; rather, it is the (degree of) excellence of (their) 
quality, due to the gradation of the state of (their) nature as consciousness 
(ciddharmatvatàratamya). That itself is said to be (their degree of) pervasion. 
Thus it is said that *the elevation (of a principle along the ascending order of 
principles) corresponds (the degree of its) pervasion (with respect to that 
which is on a lower level)'. 

(He goes on) to say (how much) in this way it ultimately amounts to. 
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atah Sivatvat prabhrti prakasata- 

svarüpam ādāya nijatmani dhruvam | 
samastatattvàvalidharmasaficayair 

vibhati bhür vyàptrtayà sthitair alam || 311 Il 


Thus, the Earth (principle), having gathered into itself the stable 
luminous nature (of all the principles) from Siva onwards, can shine (and 
become manifest) with the aggregates of (all) the qualities of the entire 
series of principles, that abide as (the one reality) that pervades it. (311) 


"Thus', as the relationship (between the principles is that) of the 
pervaded and the pervader, (Earth) is endowed with the excellence of (all their) 
qualities, and so, ‘having gathered into itself’ the excellence of the quality 
which is called (their) nature as consciousness (ciddharmata) from Siva 


7? 9/310ab is a literal quote of MV 2/60ab, which is also quoted above in TAv ad 
5/157cd-158 (156cd-157). Abhinava himself quotes the same line in MVV 1/213ab with 
reference to Isana, Sadasiva’s upper face. Before quoting this line, he writes: ‘the state 
of the upper face is that of ISana, because (his) qualities are superior in every respect. 
When one is devoid of the differentiation (kaland) of direction and time, no concepts of 
spatial divisions exist.’ MVV 1/212 

5" The concept of the pervader and pervasion (vyapti) is characteristic of Saivite 
speculation, and refers essentially to the capacity of one thing to influence another, viz. 
to pervade it. Each mantra, Mudra and state of consciousness has, from this point of 
view, its power, that is ‘its sphere of pervasion’. 
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onwards, the Earth, having pervaded all the principles, shines (and becomes 
manifest) with ‘the aggregates of (all) the qualities’ associated with all the 
principles ‘that abide’, realised in their full (all-embracing and perfect) form 
‘as (the one reality) that pervades it’. This is the meaning. 

He (now) applies the same (teaching) elsewhere (to other cases) also. 


ud sf nra- 
Terre uf wmm | 


evar jalāder api Saktitattva- 
paryantadhamno vapur asti tadrk | 


The nature (vapus) of the principles ranging from Water to the 
abode of Sakti is such as well. (312ab) 


(The nature of the principles ranging from Water) ‘is such as well’, that 
is, (such that each principle) is pervaded by each of the preceding principles. 
This is the point. 

Surely (one may ask), the relationship between the pervader and the 
pervaded obtains (equally for) these (principles) also, so what is peculiar (to 
them)? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


qd q vau Fe: 11322 11 


kim tiittaram Saktitayaiva tattvam 
pürvam tu taddharmatayeti bhedah | 312 Il 


However, the difference is that the lower (principle) is the power in 
relation to the higher, which is the possessor of that attribute. (312cd) 


"The lower (principle) (in the ascending order) begins with Earth 
onwards. The ‘the higher’ (is the subsequent one) beginning with Water. The 
possessor of that attribute is the powerholder. This the meaning. Thus, the 
nature of the Earth principle is power, and that of Water is the possessor of 
power. The principle of Water, along with Earth, is power, and the principle of 
Fire is the possessor of power, (and so on.) until the principle of Power, which 
is power, and Siva, the possessor of power. Thus it is said by others that: ‘This 
Sakti, consisting of the thirty-five principles, is said to be that of Lord Siva 
Himself." 

This is taught extensively elsewhere, and so one should understand it 
from there. Thus he says: 


75 Read samastatattvarit vydpyeti for samastatattvavyàpyeti. 
5% This line is also quoted above in TAv ad 9/2ab and below ad 11/28. 
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anuttaraprakriyayam vaitatyena pradarsitam | 
etat tasmát tatah pasyed vistararthi vivecakah ll 313 Il 


(I have) explained all this extensively (in my commentary on the 
Parütrisikà, that is) in the Anuttaraprakriya. He who wishes to go into this 
matter in detail should consult that work. (313) 


The 'Anuttaraprakriyà' is the venerable Paratrisikavivarana. This is 
the meaning. 
He concludes this (chapter) with the first half of a verse. 


iti tattvasvarüpasya krtam samyak praküsanam || 314 Il 


Thus, the nature of the principles has been correctly expounded. 
(314) 


(By saying) ‘correctly’ he indicates the difference between (his 
exposition and that of) the Bhogakarika and other (works). 


Refuting the view of Sarhkaranandana, Sadyojyotih, Devabala, Kanada 
and others, the one called Jayaratha, has explained the ninth chapter. 


Thus ends the ninth chapter, called the Explanation of the Principles, of 
the Tantráloka composed by the venerable MahamaheSvaracarya, the venerable 
and most excellent Abhinavagupta, which has a commentary called 
‘Discernment’ (Viveka) written by the venerable Jayaratha. 


CHAPTER TEN 
The Division of the Principles (tattvabhedanam) 


(Siva, who is) the veritable icon of victory, flashing radiantly with the 
conquest of transmigratory existence, holding the sharp Trident, radiantly 
energized by piercing through each of the principles of existence (tattva), 
conquers the Supreme. 


Now he commences with the second half (of the verse begun at the end 
of the previous chapter), in order to expound the division of these same 
principles into fifteen etc. 


set fame Tata d$ odi 


ucyate trikaSastraikarahasyam tattvabhedanam V 1 Vl 


The Division of the Principles, which is a (sacred) secret found only in 
the (Malinivijayottara, which is the acme of) Trika scriptures,' will (now be) 
taught. (1cd) 


' This chapter is the second half of the exposition of the Path of the Principles 
(tattvadhvan). Accordingly, Abhinava ends this chapter saying: ‘thus we have explained 
the Path of the Principles at length" (10/310ab). The first part — Chapter Nine — dealt 
with the nature of the thirty-six principles; this part deals with the series of seven 
perceivers who experience them and related matters. By Trika Tantra, Abhinava means 
here the Málinivijayottara, as he tells us himself in the following verse. Indeed, it 
appears that in the Trika Tantras thi Ibject is taught only in the Málinivijayottara (2/1- 
7ab). Certainly, it is the only surviving Trika text that teaches this (Somadeva (2004): 
196 note 26). Neither Abhinava nor Jayaratha quote any other Trika scripture that refers 
explicitly to this teaching. Abhinavagupta expounds it lucidly in chapter nine of his 
Tantrasára. 

The importance of these perceivers was acknowledged from the very beginning 
of the exposition of post-scriptural nondualist Saivism. Thus, Somananda refers to 
Vidya, Vidyesa, Mantra and Mantre$vara perceivers (SDr 1/31), as well as those who 
are pasu, Santa, Kevale$a, KevalaSambhu, Pralayakevalin and Vijianakevalin (ibid. 
1/41c-43). They are treated systematically by Utpaladeva in the third section of his IP, 
concerning the Saiva revelation (@gamadhikara) (IP 3/2/6-9 that deals with the nature of 
the perceivers,) just after he has briefly presented the nondual version of the Tattvas. 
There he skilfully reworks in nondualist terms the basically Siddhanta teachings 
concerning the triple Impurity (IP 3/2/4-5 translated in note 268 in TAv ad 1/23), 
gradation of the principles, their corresponding hierarchy of seven perceivers, and 
related topics. The continuing presence of these teachings in the work of Ksemaraja (see 
hà example, PrHr p. 6-7) is a further testimony of their continuing importance for Trika 

aivites. 


This chapter of the Tantraloka is divided into clearly defined sections relating 
to this matter. These include a discussion about the nature of perceptibility crafted 
around the refutation of the Mimarhsa view that perceptibility is a quality of perceivable 
objects, independent of the perceiver. The perceivers are graded according to their state 
of consciousness as waking or otherwise. Thus, these states are discussed in this context 
in the primary sources, just as they are by Utpaladeva in brief (IP 3/2/13-17). Here, 
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He says that: 


Introduction to the Seven Perceivers 


writ wenn Satan | 
Sr ore wes Ara 1 2 od 


esàm amisam tattvanam svavargesv anugàminàm | 
bhedàntaram api proktam Sastre ‘tra Sritrikabhidhe || 2 || 


Here in the scripture (sastra) called Sritrika (ie. the 
Malinivijayottara), another (way) also has been taught of dividing up (and 
classifying) these” principles, which inhere in (and pervade) (anugamin) 
their respective groups (of particulars, of which they are the universals). (2) 


following the Málinivijayottara, which is ii 
in more detail by including their subdi: 
à detailed exposition and explanation of it. 

The teachings concerning these perceivers, generally commonly presented as 
an integral part of the Tastva system, is taught, in various forms and degrees of 
sophistication, in most of the early Siddhanta, especially the Mrgendra and the 
Sváyambhuvágama. They are also found in the Tartvaprakàsa attributed to Raja Bhoja, 
Tattvasamgrahah, Tattvatrayanirnaya and Bhogakarika, all by Sadyojyotis, and the 
Ratnatrayapariksa, by Srikanthasüri. Conversely, with the important exception of the 
Malinivijayottara, we do not find it in the Bhairava Tantras. Accordingly, Jayaratha 
states that this topic which is ‘appropriate for the philosophy of the Siddhànta and the 
like’ (which are dualist) (siddhantadidarsanasamucitam) (TAv ad 10/6-7ab). 

Why then does Abhinava refer to it as a unique secret of the Trikasastra? We 
cannot say that it was just a manner of speaking, for he reaffirms this at the beginning of 
chapter nine of the Tantrasára (sa ca saptadhà sadardhasàstra eva param paramesena 
uktah). Perhaps this is because in many of the Siddhantas, there are only six perceivers, 
not seven, as Pralayàkala is not mentioned. Or does he mean that it is THE one secret of 
TrikaSastra? In the next line, he tells us that the MV is called the venerable Trikasastra. 
So perhaps he means that it is the one, in the sense of most excellent, disclosure of a 
most fundamental teaching found in the MV. Or that this is the sole place in all the 
Trika scripture that it is taught as the ‘secret’ of what is taught concerning this in the 
Siddhanta. Certainly, it is a very important topic for Abhinava, who refers to it at length 
in his previous Trika works, the MVV and the PTv. Indeed, it is so integral to his Trika 
Saivism that he has already had occasion to expound it succinctly towards the beginning 
of the Tantraloka (above, 1/77-80 (78-81)), and then again in 4/29-32ab. Jayaratha 
similarly refers to it on several occasions, for example ad 1/187cd-188ab and ad 1/191. 
The general references to levels of subjectivity, in terms of the forms of objectivity 
associated with it (whether corporeal or mental etc.), are considerably more. Indeed, it is 
a fundamental feature of the Trika understanding of the nature of the Self and 
consciousness. 

? Read esam for tesam as found in the MV 2/1a and suggested by Sanderson (Somadeva 
2004: 191 note 14). 
* Cf. above, 9/2. 


spired by Kaula teachings, they are treated 
ions. The following passage up to 10/186ab is 
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‘Another (way) also of dividing up’ (these principles) is into fifteen 
etc., with respect to (how they have been divided up) previously (into thirty-six, 
is taught) ‘in the scripture (Sastra) called Sritrika’, that is, the 
Malinivijayottara. That is said there, beginning with: 

‘Now the unfolding (prapajica) of these same principles, beginning 
from Earth, will be explained briefly in due order . . . ° and ending with ‘Siva, 
directly apparent, is not divided.’ * 


He says that: 


The Seven Perceivers as Possessors of Power and Their Innate Nature 
Weser ue Tour | 
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Saktimacchaktibhedena dharadyam mülapascimam | 
bhidyate paficadasadhà svarüpena sahà naràt || 3 Il 
kalantam bhedayugghinam rudravat pralayakalah | 
tadvan maya ca navadha jüükalàh saptadhà punah V 4 Il 
mantras adisah páricadhye mantresapatayas tridhà | 


Sivo na bhidyate svaikaprakasaghanacinmayah \\ 5 Il 


‘(The principles) ranging from Earth up to the Root Nature (mila) 
are divided into fifteen, according to their powers and possessors (i.e. the 
individual souls), along with (their) ‘Innate Nature’ (svarüpa). There are 
two divisions less from the individual soul up to the Force (of limited 
agency). There are eleven (divisions) (rudravat) when (the ‘essential 
nature’) becomes a Dissolution Deconditioned (subject) (Pralayakala), and 
like that also (the form of it called) Maya. There are nine (divisions) when 
Deconditioned) (subjects), seven when (the essential nature) is the Mantra 
(subjects), five when (the essential nature) is the Lords of Mantra, and 
three when it is the Great Lords of Mantra. Siva, Whose nature is 
consciousness, which is nothing but dense, uninterrupted Light, has no 
divisions. (3-5)° 


* MV 2/labc, 2/7cd. See below, TAv 10/5 and notes. 

? Chapter ten is dedicated to the teachings of MV 2/1-46ab. These verses (10/3-5) are a 
summary of MV 2/1-9. 

^ Somadeva (2004: 141ff.) observes that the basic idea of progressing to the state of 
release by traversing progressively higher orders of reality, that is, ‘the conquest of the 
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principles or / planes of existence" (rattvajaya / bhümikajaya) is commonly taught in 
Saiva scriptures. However, in the Malinivijayottara it is taught in great detail. Moreover, 
‘the crucial innovation is the idea that it is possible to attain to the highest state of Siva 
not only by traversing along the tattvadhvan [the Path of the Principles] to ever higher 
realities, but that one may stop at any given reality and then ascend obliquely through 
fifteen levels of subjective experients, telescoping them inwards as one progresses 
towards the experiential mode of the higher perceiver. Any tattva [reality principle] 
(Sakala souls only have access to the realities from earth up to matter [Prakrti]) can 
provide the basis for this practice. When meditative immersion into the pure, abstract 
object-ness of the tattva (e.g. its svarüpa or ‘own-form’) is achieved, the Yogin 
proceeds not to the next tattva of the ontological hierarchy (as would the Saiddhantika 
Yogin), but to the awareness of himself being immersed in the object. His own Sakala 
self thereby becomes the next ‘own-form’ svarüpa that he must contemplate as though it 
were an external thing. As each higher perspective is gained, the lower apperceptive 
states are folded in and become inactive and objectivized: the divisions, or the refraction 
(bheda) of the tattva, thus collapse in pairs (i.e. one experient and his cognitive power). 
In such practice, the Yogin in a sense never really transcends the reality upon which the 
ascent is based. . . . The Yogin thus makes an epistemological value judgement instead 
of an ontological 

experiential level [i.e. perceiver] (pramatrbheda) tied to the same reality." 

p. 192-3: 


‘At the very lowest level things exist in their own form (svarüpam = svarh 
rüpam), unaffected by any perceiving awareness. Abhinavagupta interprets this not as 
ontological existence but as phenomenological existence. Since his system admits to 
nothing external to consciousness, he understands the ‘own form’ of reality to be the 
awareness of that reality when that awareness is completely devoid of any trace of self- 
consciousness. The lowest perceivers in the hierarchy, the Sakala-experients, are only 
capable of perceiving objects based upon the realities from earth up to the unmanifest 
matter (Prakrti) (below 10/101). They can also perceive other Sakala experients 
transmigrating within these realities (below 10/102). Sakala-experients are seen as a 
different category from the preceding own-nature (svarüpa) because they are aware of 
themselves, however vaguely, as being aware of the perceived thing. To be precise, they 
are aware of themselves secondarily, but are focused primarily on an external object. If 
such an experient should turn his attention inwards, and succeed in directly perceiving 
the self which is observing the external thing, then, because the next level of the 
ontology, the Self (Purusa), has become the object of his cognition, he is no longer a 
Sakala-experient but necessarily must be a Pralayakala-experient. This stage is different 
from the preceding one, because the perceiver is no longer just there in the background, 
but has become the object of direct perception; it is the stage where one is observing 
oneself being an observer of an object. Similarly, if one succeeds in turning even this 
stage into an object of cognition, i.e. if one rises to the state of being an observer who is 
watching the watcher of the watcher of the object, then one is no longer a Pralayakala- 
but a Vijianakala-experient. The process continues to the depth of seven levels. As each 
new experiential level is surmounted, the preceding perceivers are folded into 
objectivity, they lose their relative subjectivity because they are perceived as mere 
objects from a more expanded state of the subject. In this way the Yogin ascends 
through the hierarchy of perceivers, subsuming at each new level the previous stages of 
perceiverhood to the svaripa of his cognition. 

Each experient, furthermore, has a conscious energy (Sakti), which functions as 
the instrument, or faculty (karana) of his cognition. At the lowest level there are seven 
classes of cognisors, and therefore also seven categories of cognition (the energies of the 
cognisors), and there is the own-form. Ordinary consciousness of external objects is thus 
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'((The principles) ranging from Earth up to the Root Nature 
(müla)) are divided (into fifteen), according to their powers and possessors 
(i.e. the individual souls), (along with (their) ‘Innate Nature’ (svarüpa))." 
The possessors of power and the powers, namely, those beginning with Siva and 
(the power of) the will, which will be explained (further ahead), are each seven- 
fold, and so are ‘divided’ into fourteen kinds. There are twenty-four principles 
‘ranging (from Earth) up to the Root Nature’, that is, ending with 
Fundamental (Nature) (pradhüna). This is the meaning. ‘Along with (their) 
‘Innate Nature’ (svarüpa) , that is, as their own externally perceived insentient 
nature, uncoloured by the perceiver, means of knowledge and the rest, as is, for 
example, Earth distinct from (its) qualities, smell and the rest. As he will say: 


"The Earth’s ‘Innate Nature’ there (in that case) is that which, 
insentient, abides separately, before it is affected by limiting adjuncts’ such as 
the subject and means of knowledge.'* 


"There are two divisions less’ (corresponding to the) group of six 
principles ‘from the individual soul’; that is, beginning with the principle of 
the individual soul ‘up to the Force (of limited agency)’. The sense being that 
they are of thirteen kinds. Even though here (according to our view), everything 
is of the nature of all things, and so it is logically correct that the fifteen-fold 
nature is everywhere (present in all cases), nonetheless, supreme consciousness 
initially pours forth in its complete form as each principle by encompassing (in 
its own nature) each one of the (preceding) lower principles in such a way that 
here each of the subsequent ones exists without being (separate, distinct and) 
independent (avyabhicàrena) from the condition of each of the previous ones. 
Otherwise, in accord with the aforestated principle that: *what does not rest 
there (is as unreal as) a sky-flower,"? the very existence (sattd) of the principles 
from Earth onwards would not manifest. Again, as each of subsequent 
principles is merged into the nature of the correspondingly subsequent one, they 
are progressively brought to rest within consciousness itself, as it comes by 
degrees in this way into prominence." Thus, (as they all) rest in consciousness, 


a complex phenomenon with fifteen aspects arranged in seven concealed layers of 
introverted self-awareness. As one of these pairs (of the perceiver and his energy) is 
retracted at each stage of the Yogin's ascent, the initial fifteen-fold division shrinks to 
thirteen, to eleven, to nine etc. until the indivisible stage of Siva is reached. There is no 
danger of infinite regress because this is a reductive series.’ See below, 10/103-113 for 
the details. 

7 Read -upádhibhira for -upadhibhir-. 

* Below, 10/9cd-10ab. 

° Above, 8/3cd, also quoted in comm. on 1/6, 5/82cd-83ab (82), 6/21-22ab, 7/62cd- 
63ab, and 13/112cd-113ab. 

1° There are fifteen divisions from Earth to Prakrti, in that there are seven divisions 
pertaining to both Siva and Sakti. The fifteenth is their *own form'. This is the external, 
inert form of the twenty-four principles up to Prakrti, which is as yet unaffected by 
divisions into subject, object and means of knowledge. It is like Earth, for example, 
devoid of (all its qualities) starting from smell. Although (the principles) have been 
variously divided, even so, everything being of the nature of everything else, each 
division again consists of these fifteen. Thus, each principle encompasses within itself 
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they cannot give (any) experience (bhoga) that is separate from that 
(consciousness). Thus, the two divisions of its own (level) may decrease, (but 
not the ‘Innate Nature’) in such a way that here (in this case) as the group of six 
starting with the Dissolution Deconditioned (subjects), along with their powers, 
is the perceiver of the Conditioned (perceiver) along with (his) power, it 
becomes (with respect to them) the ‘Innate Nature’ (which is being perceived), 
and so are thirteen-fold. As is said: 


"The consciousness that perceives within all this, which is everything, 
the great expansion of its own (innate) vitality (virya) by checking it (within 
itself) arises there initially (suddenly and with great) force (harhát) in order to 
execute its particular design (karya). This is because it is (thereby) established 
in increasingly lower principles, as it was established in the previous (higher 
ones).'' Otherwise, they would not continue to exist, due to the destruction of 
the previous (higher and subtler categories). Moreover, the aggregate of lower 
categories dissolves into the previous innate nature (of the higher ones), as they 
are incapable (nálam) of offering experience (bhoga). Thus, in this way, the 
diminishing state (of consciousness) there is associated with (increasing) 
relative distinctions (bheda)." 


The Conditioned (perceiver) (sakala) along with its power assumes the 
state of the ‘Innate Nature’ (of the succeeding level), and as that is so, (its) 
‘Innate Nature’ cannot be divided up in this way. (Division is a) relative 
distinction (bheda) that takes place on the basis of (the existence) elsewhere of 
the counter-correlate (with respect to which the nature of an entity is specified 
to be what it is, as other than that)." It gives rise to the deployment of relative 
distinctions (bhedasarhkalanā) such as ‘this is an object’, ‘this is a perception 
(màna)' , and ‘this the perceiver (matr)’. On the contrary (punar), the objectivity 


the principles below it. Supreme consciousness shines forth (all the principles) in all its 
fullness, and so each subsequent (tattva) does not waver from (the essential nature) of 
the ones that precede it. Again, as each subsequent group (of categories) marks the 
dissolving away of the previous ones, (as they progressively dissolve away) they 
gradually come to rest in pure consciousness. Their omniscience is thus based on the 
extent to which this process has proceeded. Thus resting in consciousness, there is no 
way of ascribing any separate objectivity (bhoga) to them, and so this leads to a wilting 
away of the split within (consciousness). So it is that the numbers of divisions go on 
decreasing. 

" This verse consisting of this and the following sentence is also quoted below in TAv 
ad 10/3-5. 

" The essential nature of Sakala, and indeed all the perceivers, is in itself undivided, as 
it is established within itself, together with its powers. Division is a matter of relative 
distinction. It is the relative difference between two or more things or constituent 
elements of perception. Everything is consciousness. There is no difference in the 
essential nature of things. The subject differs from its object and objects from one 
another, so too their corresponding perceptions. They are each ‘counter-correlates’ of 
one another, that is, they differ with respect to one another. Each entity is known to be 
specifically what it is by not being anything else. 
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of an object is no division at all within its own essential nature.” Thus, as there 
is no division of the ‘Innate Nature’ (of anything) within its own (essential, 
independent) nature, it is rightly said that two divisions progressively decrease 
(at each step towards the pure undivided consciousness of Siva).'^ As is said: 


‘Relative distinctions do not divide up the ‘innate nature’; (rather, they 
differentiate) the deployment of relative distinctions. (An entity differs from 
others) when (its) counter-correlate (i.e. all that it is not) ordains (by its 
existence) that (something) elsewhere (is other than itself). Thus, because (in the 
case of the ‘innate nature’) that (counter-correlate) does not exist, it is said that 
here there is a progressive decrease of two divisions present in their own 
(corresponding level of perceivers). Thus, because there is no division within 
the completely full (and perfect) Siva principle, (its) condition is one that cannot 
be divided.” 


There are eleven (divisions) (rudravat) (pertaining to the) Dissolution 
Deconditioned (subject) (Pralayakala), that is to say, once he has become the 
‘Innate Nature’ (viewed by the higher perceivers). One should understand that 
that is also so mutatis mutandis in the case of the subsequent (perceivers) from 
the Consciousness Deconditioned (subjects) onwards. Thus, here (in this case), 
the subjectivity of the five (perceivers) beginning with the Consciousness 
Deconditioned is (divided into) eleven (aspects). (Here the term) ‘Maya’ 
denotes the second (type of) Dissolution Deconditioned, who are (in a state of 
deep sleep), devoid of objectivity (apavedyasusupti) because (they are in a 
state of aloof transcendence tdtasthya).'’ Thus, that (kind of perceiver) is also 


n 


ions do not divide the innate nature, but rather divide the products of relative 
distinctions. They are posited in the counter-correlate (of their essential nature), and 
therefore cannot exist except in that sense. 

"^ Thus, it is reasonable enough to say that relative distinctions are progressively 
assimilated, as things are not essentially different from one another. 

'5 Abhinava quotes MV 2/5d, that concisely states ‘rudravat pralaydkalah’. | have 
translated by unpacking into the intended sense as follows: "There are eleven (divisions) 
(rudravat) when (the ‘essential nature’) becomes a Dissolution Deconditioned (subject) 
(Pralayakala).’ Jayaratha here explains literally that the Dissolution Deconditioned 
(subject) (Pralayakala) is 'rudravat'. ‘By the word Rudra is indicated the number 
eleven. The ‘vari’ at the end means ‘pertain to’ (arhati). 

16 See above, 4/230. 

1 According to this scheme, there are seven types of individual soul, arranged along the 
axis of the 36 principles. They differ from one another according to the form and degree 
of Impurity (mala) to which they are subject. The first four are at the impure level of the 
Tattvas, that is, from Earth to the end of Maya. The first one is called Sakala (lit. 
‘possessing all the forces of limitation’). It is subject to all three forms of Impurity 
(mala) — Anava, Mayiya and Karma. Its domain ranges from Earth to Nature. The 
second one is called Pralayakala (lit. ‘devoid of the forces of limitation in dissolution’). 
Its domain extends from the individual soul to the beginning of Maya. The lower 
principles have dissolved away, as happens in the periods of cosmic destruction 
Garihüra), and the soul is as if in deep sleep. There are two kinds of Pralayakalas, 
according to the depth of their sleep. The first kind is in savedya (lit. ‘with objectivity’) 
deep sleep, in which it experiences latent traces of objectivity (vedya), and so is 
conscious to a degree. This type resides in the domain of the obscuring coverings 
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elevenfold. This is the meaning. (The next one, that is, the Consciousness 
Deconditioned subject, is) ninefold, because it is the (object of the) subject 
(consisting) of the four (perceivers above it, namely) Mantra and the rest, along 
with their powers. (The divisions of the Mantra subject who comes next) are 
'seven', because (he is the object of the) subject (consisting) of the three 
(perceivers above it, namely) the Lords of Mantra and the rest. The (divisions 
pertaining to the) Lords of Mantras are ‘five’, because (they are the object of 
the) subject (consisting) of the Great Lords of Mantra and Siva, along with their 
powers. (These are) threefold, because (they are the object of the) subject 
(consisting) of Siva along with his power. Siva is devoid of divisions and so is 
‘consciousness, which is nothing but dense, uninterrupted Light’. Difference 
(bheda) depends on the existence of a counter-correlate (of that which is seen to 
be different from it), and no other counter-correlate of any sort could exist in 
relation to the Light (of consciousness). This has been said before (many times), 
so let this suffice. And it is said (in the Malintvijyottara): 


‘The Earth principle is differentiated by the division of (seven) energies 
(Sakti) and (seven) powerholders (Saktimat), and (so), along with its Innate 
Nature (svarüpa), it should be known to be fifteen-fold.'* 

((The subjects who are) the possessors of power (are seven); they are 
said (to range) from Siva to the Conditioned One (Sakala). The wise should 
know that, in the same way, their (corresponding) powers (are seven).) 

Those who aspire to (their) respective fruits should know that in the 
same way (as the Earth principle, each) separate (principle in) this great 
manifold of principles, from Water to Nature, is divided into these (fifteen) 
divisions. (4) 

One should know by this same procedure that (each of the principles 
ranging) from the principle of the Individual Soul" to the Force (of 
Obscuration) (kala) is thirteenfold.” The (savedya) Dissolution Deconditioned 
(Pralayakala)"' (subjects are each) elevenfold. (5) 


(kaficuka), that extends from the individual soul to the Force (of limited agency). The 
second type resides in the Maya principle above. In this state it does not experience the 
duality of the lower principles and so is free of Mayiyamala. However, it is destined to 
wake up on the lower level. 

Somadeva explains (op. cit. p. 177) that ‘the two-fold division of the 
Pralayakala experients into savedya-pralayakala and apavedya-pralayakala (see MV 
2/Sd-6a) is forced upon the system to avoid inconsistencies in the homologies of 
hierarchies elaborated in the second chapter of the Malinivijayottara. While teaching the 
introspection of the realities, the Malinivijayottara states that there are two realities 
(tattva) in the eleven-fold division of the Pralayakala. This must mean that there are two 
ontological levels.’ Concerning the ‘divisions’ and their formulation, see below, note 
10,24. 

18 Quoted in TÀv ad 1/196, see there. 

" Read with the KSTS edition of the MV, as required by the metre, purhstattvāt tu for 
pumstattvat *. 

% Vasudeva (194: n 22) writes in a note to his translation of this passage: ‘The Sakala 
perceivers in their energy and energy-holder aspects have become merged into their 
own-nature. The experient of this stage is the Savedya-Pralayakala. The 
Malinivijayottara makes no direct mention here of any experient in the thirteen-fold 


TANTRALOKA 293 


One should know that Maya (that is, the level of the apavedya 
Dissolution Deconditioned subjects) is also like that. The Consciousness 
Deconditioned (subjects) (Jianakevala) are ninefold, the Mantra (subjects) are 
analogously sevenfold, the Lords of Mantra (MantreSa) are fivefold, the Lords 
of the Lords of Mantras (i.e. the Great Lords of Mantra) are threefold. “Siva, 
directly apparent, is not divided.’** 


Surely (one may ask), what are the powers and their possessors, 
indicated by the statement that they are ‘divided according to their powers 
and possessors’ in such a way they are fifteen? With this doubt in mind, he 
says: 


RA HARNA AFORA | 


IRA: WS TED MPINA IG odi 
Td ae ya du TAMAR | 


Sivo mantramaheśeśamantrā akalayuk kali | 
Saktim antah sapta tathà Saktayas tac caturdasa || 6 II 
svar svarüpam paricadasar tadbhüh paricadasatmikà | 


The powerholders are seven, namely, Siva, the Great Lords of 
Mantra, the Lords, the Mantras, the deconditioned pair (of subjects) 
(akalayuk), and the Conditioned (perceiver) (kalin). Along with their 
powers, they number fourteen. The fifteenth is (their) own ‘Innate Nature’ 
(svarüpa). (Thus the ‘Innate Nature’ of) Earth has fifteen aspects.” (6-7ab) 


division.’ Note that although pramátr can be translated as ‘perceiver’ or ‘experient’, as 
Somadeva does, it is arguably better to translate the word as ‘subject’ here, because that 
allows for the possibility that the subjects at some levels may also act. In that case, they 
do not just perceive or experience. 

*! Although the reading here and in TÀv ad 10/124cd-127ab is pralayakalah, read with 
the KSTS edition of the MV, the plural pralayakalah. Vasudeva prefers to retain the 
singular, although all the other perceivers listed are plural. 

2 MV 2/7b is quoted in TA 10/121cd and in TÀv ad 1/196 and 10/188cd-190ab. 

%3 TA 10/3-5 is an abbreviated paraphrase of MV 2/1-9. Jayaratha quotes here MV 2/2 
and 4-7ab. MV 2/3 has been inserted in brackets to complete the reference. The MV 
2/Ted-9 continues: “The division (of the principles) has been explained very briefly; (in 
actual fact) it is endlessly extensive. In the same way, the garland of the worlds is 
clearly divided up by these divisions. (7cd-8ab) Yogis worship it (by the practice of) 
yoga, and should know it in order to secure success in yoga. Whoever, O Sankari, 
knows even one of these principles or worlds, will attain the fruits of yoga.’ 8cd-9. (MV 
2/Ted-8ab is quoted in TAv ad 10/150-15 lab.) 

We observe that the emphasis here is on the world orders and principles. By 
this practice it is possible to get out of the bondage of these levels at any point by 
experiencing the corresponding perceiver as one’s own consciousness encompassing the 
perceivers and principles above and below it. 

* The divisions of the principles are as follows. 1) Earth (Prthvi) — Nature (Prakrti) — 
15, 2) Purusa — Kala — 13; 3) Pralayakala + Maya — 11; 4) Vijňānakalā — 9; 5) Mantra — 
7; 6) Mantresa — 5; 7) MahamantreSa — 3; 8) Siva — 1 
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Reality Level (tattva) Own Nature [ Perceivers 
1. Earth » Nature Tattva 15. Sakalasakti > Siva 
2. Purusa > Kala Sakala- /Sakti (unfolded 13. Savedya-Pralayakala- 
coverings) Sakti > Siva 
3a. Maya Savedya-Pralayakala- 11. Vijñānākalaśakti > 
Sakti (dormant Siva 
coverings) 
3b. Maya Apavedya-Pralayakala- 11. Vijfianakalasakti > 
Sakti (dormant Siva 
coverings) 
4. (Mahamaya)* Vijnànakalasakti > Siva 9. Mantrasakti > Siva 
5. Suddhavidya Mantra-/ Sakti (about to | 7. MantresvaraSakti > Siva 
awake) 
6. Ivara Mantresvara-/Sakti Mantramahesvarasakti > 
(awakening) Siva 
7. Sadasiva Mantramahesvara- Sakti/ 3: Siva 


The first member of this list has seven divisions for each subject below it, and 
seven for each of their powers, which together with its own nature makes fifteen 
divisions. Similarly, from Pralayakala to Mahāmantreśa, the number of ty] 
at by considering the number of subjects below them, to make, e. div: 
them, with always an extra one for their innate nature. Again, Maya is trans-empirical 
and so is Apavedya, and is considered to be a second type of Pralayakala. Accordingly, 
it also has eleven divisions. Finally, Siva is one and undivided, for divisions are always 
made on the basis of what is other than the innate nature, while there is nothing apart 
from Siva that can serve as a basis for any such relative distinctions. 

Divisions do not divide the innate nature. They divide the products of relative 
distinctions. They are posited in the counter-correlate (of their essential nature) and 
therefore cannot exist except in that sense. The gradual elimination of secondary 
divisions within the one Self is said to be possible due to the absence of division within 
Siva Tattva, which is totally full; thus (in reality), there is nothing to be divided. See 
MVV 1/956 ff. 


* Mahāmāyā is above the principle of Maya and just below the pure principle of Pure 
Knowledge. It separates the pure principle above up to Siva from those below, that 
extend from Maya to Earth. Abhinava explains: 

“In this way, there must be another principle above Maya, which is below the 
principle of (Pure) Knowledge, where the Consciousness Deconditioned ( 
(perceivers reside). As is said: ‘the Consciousness Deconditioned (vij&ànakevala) 
(perceivers) are above Maya (but) below (the principle of Pure) Knowledge’. In the 
same way, the Dissolution Deconditioned (pralayakala) (perceivers) reside on the plane 
of (the principle of) Maya, and the VidyeSvaras on that of (Pure) Knowledge. What 


intermediate principle called) Mahamaya were not to exist? Thus, although it is true that 
the Consciousness Deconditioned (are perceivers) who have fallen from the plane of 
(Pure) Knowledge, nonetheless, for them the perception of diverse objectivity (separate 
from themselves), associated with the aggregate (of countless) phenomena consisting of 
relative distinctions (bheda) and various things different from one another, does not 
arise. Thus, the Impurity called Mayiya does not arise (for them). Accordingly, it is said 
in the Málinivijaya, that ‘there the Consciousness Deconditioned (perceivers) have only 
one Impurity’. (MV 1/22) (This means that they) are conditioned (solely by) the 
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the Dissolution Deconditioned (Pralayakala) (subjects). “The Conditioned 
(perceiver) (kalin)’ is the (fully) conditioned one (sakala). The ‘powers’ are 
the seven beginning with the will, associated with (the subjects) beginning with 
Siva. That is said (in the Malinivijayottara): 


*The subjects who are the possessors of power (are seven) from Siva to 
the Conditioned one (sakala). The wise say that the powers are, in the same way 
(also), seven). 5 


‘(Their) own ‘Innate Nature” is Earth and the rest (that correspond to 
level of subjectivity). 

Surely (one may ask), it is proclaimed everywhere in our philosophy 
that the universe consists of the (triad of) Siva, Sakti and the individual soul 
(nara). So how is it that this is discussed here with reference (avalambhya)”* to 
the division of perceivers, (a topic) which is (more) appropriate for the 
philosophy of the Siddhanta and the like (which are dualist)? Taking into 
consideration this doubt, he explains that with reasoned argument: 


(fundamental) Impurity of the individual soul (ümavamala), which is ignorance. 
Awakened by grace to the plane of (Pure) Knowledge, (the Consciousness 
Deconditioned perceivers) enjoy the state of Mantra, MantreSvara and the rest (of the 
perceivers in the sphere of the pure principles). Thus, it is said there itself (in the 
Malinivijaya) (in the passage) beginning with ‘he awakened the eight souls (pudgala) 
who are Consciousness Deconditioned . . .' and *having conjoined them to the condition 
of Mantra and Mantre$vara (perceivers) . . .' etc. (MV 1/I8cd-21ab) Some texts 
consider Mahāmāyā to be an appendage (Sesa) of the principle of (Pure) Knowledge, 
insofar as it is said that Maya, which is the impurity of relative distinctions, does not 
exist (for Consciousness Deconditioned perceivers). Again, in some (texts,) (Mahamaya 
is considered to be) an appendage (puccha) of Maya, because they are conditioned by 
the existence of the Impurity of ignorance and so is not considered (to exist) separately. 
(This is as is said) in some texts (with regards to the principle of attachment, where we 
read) that (the principle) of Attachment is attached to the individual soul (and so is not 
considered to be separate from it), or just as here, in the venerable Trika scriptures, 
Necessity and Time are not described separately (as existing independently of one 
another).' PTv p. 117-119 

SMV 2/3. 

% These divisions, with their triads of power, possessor of power and innate nature, are 
well-known to the Siddhantas. Indeed, it is as basic to their cosmology to outline them, 
as are the thirty-six Tattvas. But although the gamut of the principles is related to the 
hierarchy of souls in this way, referencing them in cognitive terms to the dichotomy of 
subject and object is the work of nondualists. Utpaladeva does this in his 
Isvarapratyabhijnà but does not specifically refer to this as Trika doctrine. Abhinava 
does so by making the standard alignment in his higher exegesis of the triad of subject, 
object and means of knowledge with the Trika goddesses, just as he does at the very 
beginning of the Tantráloka, where he praises them as the deities of Anuttara Trika. 
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The Three as the Trika Goddesses and Polarities of Perception 


wane fret aa weet aftr: qu (pe |i 
a Wa mm eTSESST. | 


tathahi tisro devasya Saktayo varnitah pura V 7 Il 
tā eva matrmameyatrairipyena vyavasthitah | 


In this way, the three powers of the Lord (namely, Para, Parapara 
and Apara) described previously” are established in this way in a three- 
fold form as subject, means and object of knowledge. (7cd-8ab) 


He describes the three-fold form (as follows): 
WAM ASIA TAIT: WIR: 1S o |di 
Fain: wera with: <a wufüege: | 


parathSo matrriipo ‘tra pramanamsah paràparah \\ 8 Il 
meyo ‘parah Saktimams ca saktih svam rüpam ity adah | 


The subject here (in this case) is an aspect of the Supreme (power) 
(Para). The aspect which is the means of knowledge (corresponds to) the 
Middling (power) (Parapara), and the object of knowledge is the Inferior 
(Apara) (power). Moreover, they are the powerholder, power, and Innate 
Nature (respectively). This is (the point) (8cd-9ab) 


‘This is (the point)’ is the reflection on the meaning of the stated 
(teaching) (vakydartha). Thus, the subject, which is ‘an aspect of the Supreme 
(power) (Para)’, is the possessor of power. The aspect which is the Middling 


% These are precisely the terms in which Abhinava characterizes the Trika goddesses, as 
he does the Twelve Kalis, that is, as phases of the cycle of cognitive consciousness, 
thereby aligning Trika and Krama as participating in the fundamental dynamism of the 
goddess of cognitive consciousness — Sarnviddevi. He does this in several key places in 
his Tantráloka. See above, 1/2-5, 107-108 etc. 

A fundamental feature of Abhinava's exegesis is his identification of the 
Triadic Goddess with the three polarities of perception. This is how he praises the three 
goddesses — Para, Parapara and Apara, right at the beginning of the Tantraloka (verses 
2-4). The hierarchy of perceivers distributed along the range of the principles (tattva) is 
found in several Siddhantas. Although found in the Malinivijayottara, it is not a 
specifically Trika teaching. Indeed, the MV most probably draws it from the 
Rauravasiitrasamgraha, an important early Siddhanta. This is not Abhinava's view. We 
have seen that at the very start of his exposition he declares that it is a secret teaching 
found only in the Trika scriptures, specifically, the MV. This would not be true if 
Abhinava were not to perceive and project the Trika triad of goddess into the three 
constituent factors of this ascending hierarchy of powerholders, powers and their 
essential nature, as he does here. 
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(power) (Parapara) is the means of knowledge, which is the power (of the 
possessor of power). The aspect which is the Inferior (power) (Apara) is the 
object, which is the ‘Innate Nature’. Moreover, (although) it was said 
(previously) that the powerholders and powers are of seven kinds, this is (in 
fact) intended to be a secondary classification. Thus, if (the Trika triad of) Nara, 
Sakti and Siva, which is the primary one, is established here, there is no defect. 
28 

Thus, out of these? (three, namely) the possessor of power and the rest, 
he defines the ‘Innate Nature’ first accordingly. 


Fourteen Di 


ions Pertaining to Earth 


wa et Aigre RAT et 
APES | 


tatra svarüpam bhümer yat prthag jadam avasthitam | 9 ll 
mátrmànádyupadhibhir asanjatoparagakam | 


The Earth's ‘Innate Nature’ there (in that context) is that which, 


insentient, abides separately before it is affected by limiting adjuncts” such 
as the subject and means of knowledge."' (9cd-10ab) 


** Thus, there are three equivalent triads: 


Perceiver (matr) Supreme aspect Possessor of Power 
(pararhsa) (Saktimat) 
Means of Middling (paraparam- Power (Sakti) 
Knowledge Sa) 
(pramana) 
Object Lower (aparamsa) Own Nature (svariipa) 


Jayaratha tacitly acknowledges that the identification of this triad of power, 
possessor of power and ‘own nature’ with basic Trika triads, such as Siva, Sakti and 
Nara, is not found in the scriptural sources. But he affirms that this is not a problem, as 
the basic triad, whether stated or not, is a Trika one. Nor is it in conflict with the 
commonly known one, which is secondary. 

? Read esárn for esd. 

? Read -upadhibhira for —upadhibhir-. 

?' This ‘own nature’ is not in itself any of the components of perception, nor is it 
intrinsically affected by them. It exists in itself independently of perception. 
Nonetheless, however purely objective existence may be defined in relation to the 
perceiver and perception, it is always part of the cognitive process. However, in this 
perspective, the other two elements of this process (the perceiver and perception) are 
only ‘limiting adjuncts’ (upadhi), that is, adventitious secondary characteristics of the 
pure objectivity of the essential ‘own nature’. The common example is the red colour 
imparted to a crystal by placing the chine-rose next to it. When the flower is removed, 
the crystal reverts to its original colourless transparency. Objectivity is inevitably 
associated with the perceiver and perception, but they are not inherently related. 
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(The Earth's ‘Innate Nature’ exists as such) ‘before it is affected by 
limiting adjuncts'. The intended sense is that if it were to be affected by them, 
then it would be the nature of (power and) the possessor of power themselves. 


He (goes on) to say that even though it is only of one kind, the 
possessors of power and the powers are the reason why it is associated with 
fourteen secondary (divisions). 


wenefefsraredeg agar Dodge odi 
aR: At ae: d 
wesefeferararai RAT db» odi 
ener wa Yer sft uq | 


sakalàdisivantais tu matrbhir vedyatasya ya || 10 Il 
Saktimadbhir anudbhütasaktibhih sapta tadbhidah | 
sakaladisivantanam Saktisiidrecitatmasu || 11 ll 
vedyatajanitah sapta bhedà iti caturdasa | 


(However,) its objectivity (vedyata) is divided into seven by the 
perceivers (ranging) from the Conditioned (perceiver) (Sakala) to Siva, 
who are the possessors of power whose energies have not (yet) emerged. 
(Another) seven divisions are produced by (the same) objectivity when the 
energies of (the perceivers ranging) from Conditioned to Siva predominate. 
Thus, there are fourteen (divisions pertaining to Earth). (10cd-12ab) 


He indicates the predominance of the possessors of power here by 
saying that (it is so when their) *energies have not (yet) emerged', and (that 
their) energies (are predominant), by saying that (it is so) ‘when the energies of 
(the perceivers) predominate'. In reality, power and its possessor are (never) 
separate from one another. However, by taking their (relative) predominance 
into consideration (prayojakikrtya), (it is possible to) designate (one as) ‘this is 
the possessor of power' and 'this is (his) power'. 


Surely (someone may ask): the seven perceivers beginning with 
Conditioned ones are well known everywhere (in the Siddhantagamas). So let 
that be, what can be wrong with that? (However,) their powers are not 
mentioned anywhere (there). Who are they?” With this doubt in mind, he says: 


* Jayaratha is saying here that although the teaching concerning the series of perceivers 
is found in Saiva Siddhànta sources, the notion that they possess powers of their own is 
not. Indeed, the MV is in fact the source of this innovation, the details of which 
Abhinava works out in the following verses. 
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The Ascent Through the Seven Perceivers 
and the Elimination of Ignorance 

THOS WOM ast fap: 1122 d 
HIHISHRHI WD wíecd ara + I hee: 
SAFS AMT: A US THRE: 1123 || 
IFEA M g efzsmem | 
ASARTAR 12% | 
"qp wpefam wat HOT wa | 
AA Yate qp THER AAT di odi 
aM Fae eain aaf d 
AM Aare FRO WBSUTE 11 26 
Raa ur feast | 
Raa ùa sub qum afa HAA oue d 


sakalasya pramanamso yo ‘sau vidyakalatmakah || 12 || 
sāmānyātmā sa Saktitve ganito na tu tadbhidah | 
layákalasya manamSah sa eva param asphutah V 13 | 
jfiánákalasya manam tu galadvidyàkalàvrti | 
asuddhavidyakalanadhvamsasamskarasangata W 14 || 
prabubhutsuh Suddhavidya mantranam karanam bhavet | 
prabuddhà suddhavidyà tu tatsamskarena sangatà W 15 Il 
mdnam mantresvaranam syat tatsamskàravivarjità | 
mdnam mantramahesanam karanam Saktir ucyate V 16 ll 
svatantryamatrasadbhava ya tv icchásaktir aisvari | 
Sivasya saiva karanam tayà vetti karoti ca V 17 Il 


1) The nature of the aspect of the Conditioned (sakala perceiver), 
which is (his) means of knowledge (pramanaméa), is the generic (capacity 
for limited) knowledge (vidya) and action (kala)," rather than their 
individual instances (tadbhida). That is considered to be (his) power. 

2) That same aspect of the means of knowledge also belongs to the 
Dissolution Deconditioned (layakala perceiver). However, it is unmanifest 
(asphuta). 
covering of the Force (of conditioned agency) and (the limited capacity for) 
Knowledge is in the process of fading away (galat).* 


* Concerning these two generic means of knowledge, see above 9/246-250. 
% The present tense of the present participle galad cannot be taken literally, because that 
would imply that thee limited powers are gradually ceasing in the course of the 
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4) The instrument (of perception) (karana) of Mantra (perceivers) is 
Pure Knowledge (Suddhavidya) in the process of awakening, associated with 
(the residual) latent traces of the impure knowledge and agency (kalana) 
that have been destroyed. 

5) The means of knowledge of the Lords of Mantra (mantresvara) is 
Pure Knowledge which is fully awakened, (although it is still somewhat) 
associated with the same latent impression. 

6) (The knowledge) of the Great Lords of Mantra (mantramahesa) 
is the same (awakened Pure Knowledge, but it is) devoid of these latent 
impressions. (This) Pure Knowledge is their instrument (of knowledge), 
which is said be (their) power. 

7) Siva's instrument is (the Goddess, His) sovereign (aisvart) power 
of volition,5 whose essential nature is freedom alone, by which He knows 
and acts.” (12cd-17) 


1) (The means of knowledge of the Conditioned (sakala perceiver) is 
said to be) ‘generic’ because (his capacity for limited) knowledge (vidya) and 
action (kala) comprises (sarngrahat) (generically) the unfolding (prasara) of 
particulars, namely, (the cognition and activity of) the organs of knowledge 
(buddhi) and action (karmendriya). Thus it is said (that that is so) ‘rather than 
their individual instances'. The sense is that if it were otherwise, there would 
be an endless number of powers, due to the diversity each (specific) activity (of 
the senses). As was said before: 


*Thus, initially (the soul's) generic instrument with respect to its 
cognition is impure Knowledge, and with regards to action, it is said to be the 
Force of (limited agency). "* 


55 Read icchasaktir for icchà Saktir. 
26 


Perceiver (pramatr) Power of the Perceiver (pramatrsakti) 
Unemerged Power Predominant Power 
1 Sakala Vidya (limited capacity to know) 
Kala (limited capacity to act) 
2 Pralayakala Vidya and Kala indistinct 
3 Vijnanakala Vidya and Kala fading 
4 Mantra Pure Knowledge (Suddhavidya) awakening 
Vidya and Kala latent 
5 Mantresa Pure Knowledge awake 
Latency of Vidya and Kala latent 
6 Mahamantresa Pure Knowledge awake 
No traces of Vidya and Kala 
7 Siva Power of the Will (icchásakti) 


This table is drawn from Somadeva (2004: 199). 
? See below, 11/67. 
3 Above, 9/246. Concerning the generic means of knowledge, see above, 9/246-50. 
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2) (The Dissolution Deconditioned perceiver possesses) ‘that same’ 
(means of knowledge), namely, (that same limited capacity to) know and to act, 
‘however’ the sole difference is that is ‘it is unmanifest' (asphuta). The 
intended sense is that (this is so because he is unconscious and inactive,) like a 
sleeping serpent. 
about to fade away (galat)’. The meaning is that it is propense to being 
destroyed in the course of fading away. 

4) (The Pure Knowledge (Suddhavidya) Mantra (perceiver) ‘is in the 
process of awakening’; it is not (yet fully) awake. If it were to be so, it would 
not be associated with (the residual) latent traces of the impure knowledge and 
agency. 

5) When (in the case of the Lord of Mantras) it is fully awake, it is 
associated with the latent trace, in the process of being destroyed, of the (the 
residual) latent trace of the impure knowledge and agency. Thus, it is said that it 
is ‘associated with the same latent impressions’. 

6) ((The knowledge) of the Great Lords of Mantra (mantramahesa) is 
the same (awakened Pure Knowledge, but it is) ‘devoid of these latent 
impressions'. Thus, it is also devoid of the latent impression which is in the 
process of being destroyed, which means that that latent impression is 
(completely) destroyed. The sense is that now not even just (the mere) scent of 
impure knowledge could possibly arise. 

7) ‘The means of knowledge’ of the Lords of Mantra (mantresvara), 
that is, Pure Knowledge, is both the means of knowledge and ‘instrument (of 
knowledge)', which is taught there (in each particular instance) to be (their) 
‘power.’ Its ‘essential nature is freedom alone’. That was said before: 


*He has only one attribute, that includes all the others. Thus, the precept 
(vidhi) is sound (which states) that He is united with the power of (creative) 
freedom (svatantrya) alone. ? 


Thus, it is said to be (Siva’s) ‘sovereign (aisvari) power’ ‘by which He 
knows and acts'. This applies to all (the perceivers). (Thus, just as the fully) 
Conditioned (perceiver) also acts by the power which is (his) impure (capacity) 
to know and act, one should understand the same (to apply analogously in the 
case of every) other (perceiver).^ 

In this way, defining by the way the nature of the powers of the 
Conditioned and other (subjects), he (goes on to) discuss the main point. 


an Raai A ara: aa d fee | 
amea FTIR: 36i 


? Above, TA 1/66cd-67ab (67cd-68ab). 

? Just as (Siva) knows and does all things by the power of his freedom, similarly, the 
lower perceivers know and act to varying degrees according to the power of their 
impure, limited capacity to know and act. 
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à Sivat sakalantam ye mátàrah sapta te dvidhà | 
nyagbhütodriktasaktitvàt tadbhedo vedyabhedakah || 18 1l 


(Thus, the seven perceivers from Siva to the Conditioned one 
(sakala) are of two kinds, according to whether their power is subordinated 
(to them and dormant) (nyagbhüta) or predominates (udrikta) (over them 
and is stimulated to act)." This same distinction (also applies to) the object 
of knowledge (and so) divides (it) up. (18) 


Surely (one may ask), if the object of knowledge were to be divided up 
due to the differences (between) perceivers, as there are countless perceivers, 
the same (object, for example the colour) blue, would not be known (to be) one 
and the same, rather it would be different (for each perceiver), and that is not so. 
One does not perceive any difference at all in the essential nature of (the colour) 
blue, even when perceivers differ in accord with (their own) particular location, 
time and state. So, taking this doubt into consideration, he explains with 
reasoned argument (why that is so). 


Perceptibility 
Arguments to Establish That the Perceptibility Common to Several 


Perceivers of an Entity is an Intrinsic Quality of its Nature (vastudharma) 
Apparent to Them as a Manifestation of Consciousness? 


“| The two conditions — operant and dormant — are denoted by the terms — udrikta and 
nyagbhüta (cf. below, 10/99). The former literally means ‘intensified’, ‘increased’, 
‘something extra’ or ‘predominant’. The latter literally means ‘suppressed’, 
‘subordinated’, ‘diminished’. The sense of the two opposites in the present context 
corresponds to the pair manifest/unmanifest, operant/dormant, expanded/withdrawn and 
the like. Neither are without the other. In some instances, one is ‘increased’ and ‘more’ 
— udrikta — and hence predominant, and the other is ‘decreased’ or ‘less’ — nyagbhüta — 
and hence subordinate to it. 

© This subject extends from verse 19 to 78ab. An entity may be perceived or not; its 
perceptibility remains unaffected. I may not see one of Saturn's moons; indeed, I may 
not know it exists. Even so, it is intrinsically perceptible. Its perceptibility is not an 
adventitious quality as is the colour of a jar. It trinsic in the very nature of an object, 
as is the clay of a jar. Gnoli (1999: 245) explains: *'Perceptibility' (vedyatà) is a quality 
or attribute of the object, indeed, it is its “own body’ (vapus), without which it could not 
be perceived. In this sense, it is identified with its ‘luminosity’ (prakàsamánatá). The 
reality of ‘perceptibility not always evident, even if it is always present in varying 
degrees. ‘Perceptibility’ is especially manifest when, for example, we become aware 
that something is perceived (or is ‘perceptible’) by others also. Let us take the classic 
example of a jar. I can perceive the jar in itself, not conditioned by other factors, in 
which case, what I perceive is its ‘own nature’ (svarüpa). The perception of this vase is 
in itself always due to the quality it possesses of being ‘perceptible’. However, although 
this ‘perceptibility’ is present, it does not count; it remains as it were latent, and does not 
bring about in me any particular effects (arthakriya). But I can see this same jar as the 
jar of other perceivers who are seeing it, for example, about to be stolen by a thief. The 
moment I become conscious of this fact, the jar, perceived thus or ‘perceptible’ by 
others, elicits various reactions in me, for example, I may try to hide it from the thief 
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wenfe aera m rais Past ay: | 


tathahi vedyatà nama bhavasyaiva nija vapuh | 


In this way, perceptibility (vedyata) is an entity’s own intrinsic 
nature (vapus) (independent of its perception). (19ab) 


He has indicated (and introduced) in this way the object of enquiry 
(prameya) that was enunciated (in the initial) enunciation (of topics), called 
‘an attribute of an entity’ (in itself, independent of its perception) 
(vastudharma).^ 

Surely (one may object that) this proposition (pratijñā) (i.e. that 
perceptibility is intrinsic to the very nature of entity) is not proved. There is no 
difference at all between the perception of (the colour) blue and blue (itself). 
Rather, a perceiver's perception (of an object) arises (only) when he was 
previously ignorant (of it). It is said concerning perceptibility (pratyaksatva) or 
imperceptibility (paroksatva) as an attribute (dharma) of an object (of sense 
that): 


who has seen it, or something else. ‘Perceptibility’, a quality inherent in the jar, but not 
apparent when I view it in itself, becomes a reality and apparent to my vision, and 
determines particular effects and reactions. According to the various types of subjects 
that can perceive some particular thing, it presents itself in fourteen ways, that give rise 
to as many meditations. These fourteen modalities are due to the various aspects in 
which the object is perceived. At this point, one could think, objects Abhinavagupta, 
that then these fourteen modalities are due to the diverse subjects who perceive it, not to 
the jar in itself, that remains always the same (lit. ‘equal to itself”). This objection (he 
replies) would be valid if subject and object were two separate e as other schools 
maintain; however, subject and object are not two separate realities; rather it is the 
subject himself who realizes himself for what he is, in the measure in which he creates 
and knows the object, without which it would be just a vain abstraction. ‘Perceptibility’ 
in this sense remains a quality of the object." 

*! Above, TA 1/297ab (295cd). 

^ Translating the term vapus is problematic. It can mean ‘form’ or even ‘body’, as well 
as ‘nature’ or ‘essence’. The perceptibility of an entity is the quality it possesses of 
being knowable to a perceiver, by virtue of its immersion in consciousness. As it 
appears in its own specific way, according to its own nature. It defines the nature of the 
entity not just as a secondary quality, like blue, that is linked to its object by 
conjunction; it is a vital, inherent attribute — dharma — of that entity — vastu. It is a 
vastudharma, as is, for example, the earth-ness of a pot. It is a universal (s@manya) 
rather than specific quality (visesa). Even so ‘perceptibility’ differentiates and specifies 
a particular entity and has a specific form for each one. Thus, it is like an entity’s ‘own 
nature’ (svabhava), not as its fundamental, abstract essence, but the specific way in 
which it is perceived. Thus, it is both its body / form and nature. The ‘form’ of an entity 
means simply its shape and the like. This is not an inherent attribute of an entity. Jars 
may have many forms, but their ‘perceptibility’ as a jar is common to all of them and 
fundamental to their nature. It is an attribute — dharma — of its nature as an ‘entity’ — 
vastu. By translating vapus as ‘nature’, we miss this important sense of the word. 
However, we should not be misled by the translation ‘form’ as referring to just a 
physical form. 
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‘an object (of sense), although not immediately perceptible (paroksa), 
becomes perceptible (pratyaksa), and one that is immediately perceptible 
becomes imperceptible, due to distinctions (in its location in) time and space 
and the like.” 


Although this is true, (this fact) relates (not to the object, but rather to) 
the perceiver. With this doubt in mind, he (goes on) to state a reason (as to why 
this is so). 


wo deb fa fe aa ATT (029 1 


caitrena vedyam vedmiti kim hy atra pratibhasatam || 19 Il 


(f perceptibility is entirely objective, pray tell) what manifests 
here (in the perception that): “I perceive (the blue) that is perceptible to 
Caitra"? (19cd) 


(Fine, let it be that) in the case of the perception of just (the colour) blue 
alone as "I perceive blue", one does not know that objective (perceptibility — 
vedyatd) is an attribute of the object. (But then one may ask,) in the case of the 
perception “I perceive the blue that is perceptible to Caitra", whether just (the 
colour) blue alone is perceived, or ‘blue’ characterized by its perceptibility to 
Caitra? There in the first case, there would be no difference between the two 
perceptions (pratiti), namely, “I perceive blue" and “I perceive the blue that is 
perceptible to Caitra". (But) that is not so, as that would be contrary to 
experience. In the second case, (one may ask,) is the perceptibility of blue to 
Caitra a characteristic associated with (the object) itself, or with the perceiver? 
It is not in this way (a characteristic) associated with the perceiver, because a 
relationship between a qualifier and the qualified is not logically possible 
between two things belonging to two distinctly different categories, as they 
belong to (entirely) different (existential) domains. Thus, as (it is intrinsic to the 
object) in itself, what has been postulated is proved to be correct, namely that: 
*perceptibility (vedyatà) is an entity’s own (specific) form’ .* 

Surely, (an opponent may object) although there is a difference 
between the categories to which they belong, the perception (pratiti) ‘(this) 
thing has been known’ (jiáto ‘arthah) (does involve) a relationship between a 
qualifier and the qualified.“ In the case of the perception, ‘I perceive the blue 
that is perceptible to Caitra’, I know the entity Caitra knows. Thus, the sense of 
what is being said here is that knowledge (of something) belongs especially to 
the perceiver, not to the object. He says that: 


aq Aaaa vera | 
Serm] À eat nfs ura Whesq 11 20 di 


nanu caitriyavijfianamátram atra prakdSate | 


55 Above, 10/19ab. Also quoted below ad 10/55cd-56ab and ad 10/68cd-69. 
^5 A ‘thing’ is qualified as its ‘being known’ as it is that qualifies it. 
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vedyatakhyas tu no dharmo bhati bhavasya nilavat |l 20 Il 


“Surely (someone may object that) all that manifests here is just 
Caitra's consciousness (vijfíana). (According to us,) perceptibility is not a 
quality of an entity, as is, for example, the colour blue. (20) 


‘Here’ means in the object (of sense), such as (the colour) blue. 

Surely (an opponent may object that,) knowledge is an action (the 
existence of which) can be inferred from its result, and that that result is a 
property of the object (visaya) termed *manifested-ness' (prakatata), which is 
‘perceptibility’ (vedyata). Having stated the objection of (the Mimarnsaka) 
school of Kumarila, he refutes it: 


*# Verses 20 to 28ab are a statement of the view of the opponent, who does not accept 
that ‘perceptibility’ is a quality of the object. The following discussion carries on for 
seventy-eight verses. The cognition of an entity as perceived by this or that subject is 
different from the perception of something in itself. This contention affords a basis for a 
long discussion on the nature of perceptibility (vedyara). The conclusion being that it is 
an objective property of an entity. All this discussion is implicitly a refutation of the 
view held by the Mimarhsakas. According to them, knowledge is an action the existence 
of which can be inferred from its fruit, that is, *manifested-ness', and is considered to be 
a property of the object. ‘Perceptibility’ (vedyata) is, in their view, this alone. 
Concerning Prakatatàváda see see Parthasarathi Sastradipika p. 37-38, and Ganganath 
Jha, Pūrva Mimammsa, Benares 1942 p.86. 

"5 Cf. Naresvarapariksá: 

nanv āmā  svayamaparoksatayá grahītrtvenāyah — pratyartham | alabdhabhedah 
prasphuraty eva, tadbalàt tu arthaprakatatükhyo dharmah | pratyartham bhinna 
evotpadyate, tato ‘rthabhedasiddher adosah iti kaumárilàh | tad api ayuktam, arthasya 
dn praty avisesüt sarvatmaprakatata syát iti sarvasya sarvajfiatáprasangah | na, 
prapyakarmavad asya — iti cet tad ayuktam, tadapraküse tasyapy 
asiddheh, prakáíe tu gramapraptivad ubhayanisthatà iti samvitpaksa eva, sa ca 
nirakrtah, 


‘The followers of Kumárila (point out) ‘surely, as the Self is directly apparent 
to itself (aparo.ksa) as the perceiver, this manifests with respect to each entity without 
being divided. By that power, the (primary) attribute (dharma) called ‘the manifested- 
ness of an entity’ (arthaprakatata) arises as different for each entity. Thus, there is no 
defect in establishing (siddhi) the difference between things. (To them we reply that.) 
that also is not logically sound (ayukta); (for if that were to be so.) an entity would be 
manifestly apparent in all respects to everybody without distinction. Thus, the undesired 
consequence would be that everybody would be omniscient. 

(If you say,) *no, because it is produced for (just some) particular Self, like the 
Karma it must assume', (then) that is (also) not logically sound. This is because if (some 
entity) were not manifest, then that (manifested-ness) also would not be established (to 
exist). If it does manifest, then, just as when one reaches a village, this (condition is) 
present in both (the one who reaches the village and the village itself which is reached), 
(the manifestation) would be the polarity of consciousness itself, and that 
(manifested-ness said to be present in the object) would stand refuted. 


na arthadharmatve ‘pi svatvasutatvadivad | ulukadipariharena | alokajanitàrtha- 
prakatadivad và visitatmasambandhi asau dharmas tatra bhavisyati tato natiprasangah 
ity uktam | api cāsāv arthasya prakasatmako và syat prak@Savisayariipo và, pürvasmin 
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aiaa Fa: wae wedtefewdsq 11 22 odi 


vedyatà ca svabhavena dharmo bhavasya cet tatah | 
sarvan praty eva vedyah syàd ghataniladidharmavat || 21 |l 


If perceptibility were to be by its very nature a quality of an entity, 
then it should be perceivable to everybody, (just as are all its other 
qualities,) such as its (form being) that of a jar, blue, and so forth.” (21) 


kalpe ‘rthah svata eva tada prakaset iti àtmanah pragvad aprakasanad asiddha eva syat 
| nanv adhunà prakasamano ‘rthah katham asiddhah | satyam, ātmāntaravat svata iti 
Gtmantarasyasiddha eva | nanu tadbalat prakasata iti | kim atah, tasya tu na praküsate 
iti sarvada paroksa eva | atha dvittyah paksah tatra tu arthasya kah prakàsah iti 
vücyam | nanv dtmaprakdSa eva, satyam, tasya tv avisesát arthavisesavyavastha 
nopapadyate ity atraisa dosah sthita eva | nanv arthahitakaravisesasamvedanad átmano 
"rthavisegavyavasthüpakatvam, ato naisa dosah, iti pañcāħgādhikaraņāh | 


(It is also) not so if it were to be an attribute of the entity, for it would be like 
giving birth to oneself; or else, ignoring (the view of the Vaisesika) Kanada (Üluka) and 
the like, it is like the manifested-ness of an entity produced by a light (that shines on it). 
(If this is so,) that quality (of manifested-ness) will be related there to a particular 
(individual) soul (not to all of them). Thus (in this way), it is said, there would not be a 
logically undesirable consequence. 

Again, is that (manifested-ness) of an entity its ‘light’ (i.e. manifest nature), or 
is it the object of the light (prakasavisaya)? In the first alternative, the entity would then 
shine by itself, and because, as before, the Self does not illumine (it), it would not be 
established (to exist) (asiddha). (But) surely, how can an entity that is manifesting (lit. 
‘shining’) at present not be established (to exist)? True, (if) one's own (Self) is like that 
(of another) Self, (the existence of the Self as ‘one’s own’) of another Self would not be 
established (siddha). 

Surely, it shines by virtue of its power (bala). What of that? Its (manifested- 
ness) does not shine, and so it would always be beyond the senses. Now, the other view 
(paksa). One needs to say there (in that case,) what is the light of the entity? Surely, it is 
its own light alone. True. (But then,) as it is not different from that, the particular 
condition of an entity cannot be logically possible (everything would be equally the 
same light). This is where the defect of this view is. Surely (then), the particular nature 
of an entity is established by one's own particular sensory perception (sarnvedana), the 
form of which is associated with the (perceived) entity. Thus, there would not be this 
defect. These are the pertinent (arguments) of the five limbs (of this syllogism)." 
Naresvarapariksà commentary to 2/5 
? Referring to MVV 1/60, Hanneder (1998) explains that it contains ‘a succinct allusion 
to the discussion of perceptibility in the Trika, which is a response to Mimarhsaka 
doctrine of manifested-ness (parkatatà) understood as a quality of objects. This is 
discussed in TÀ 10/19 ff and IPv on 1/5/2, where Utpaladeva has stated that the object, 
in order to be perceptible, must consist of light. But it is not possible to account for the 
process of sensory perception only by supposing a ‘light in the object’, i.e. the objects 
manifested-ness, because then all objects would be manifest to everyone at all times. 
Abhinavagupta brings out this criticism levelled at the ksanikavadins [Buddhists who 
maintain the doctrine of momentariness] and the Mimarhsakas by Utpala, and says: 
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"The same fault is to be found in the (Mimarnsaka) doctrine of ‘manifested- 
ness’: if (as in this doctrine) the light is completely merged with the body of the object, 
then the existence of the light as connected to the perceiver, as in (the perception) *the 
light manifests to me’, is difficult to account for’ (IPv 1, p. 155 ff.) 


Torella (1994a: p. 112): ‘In formulating the Saiva position, Utpaladeva is 
implicitly critical particularly of the Buddhist and Kumarila's thesis . . . For Kumiarila, 
on the contrary, an added quality called ‘manifested-ness’ (parkatata) occurs in the 
object, from whose presence a former cognitive act is inferred. In both cases, the light is 
not separate — as Utpaladeva also maintains — but it is found, so to speak, completely 
resolved within the object (. . .) According to Utpaladeva, there is an illumination of the 
thing (whose essence is light) by the light of the subject.’ 

This is not fair to the Mimathsaka theory of perception, which, at least in 
sophisticated accounts, supposes two ‘lights’, one inside and one outside, i.e. belonging 
to the perceived objects themselves, both of which meet in the process of perception. Cf. 
Mdanomeyodaya (p. 10 f.): “Here, in the case of the eye and the ear, there is a difference 
of view in regard to functioning by reaching the object. So, they too being external 
senses, like the sense of touch etc., it has to be made out that they too function by 
reaching the object. And again, since the sense of sight perceives mountains etc., which 
are much larger, we have to acknowledge for it an extended field of light at the end, 
which is made out of the nature of light. Similarly, since just at the moment of opening 
the eyes, Saturn and other distant objects are perceived, it has to be assumed to become 
one with the pervasive external light, even at the moment of coming out. Nor does there 
result the possibility of seeing the Ganga from Kerala, for the reason that the external 
light is all-pervasive; because it becomes one only with that part of the light which is 
taken hold by the unseen potentiality.” (Raja and Shastri’s translation) (Hanneder (1998: 
162 note 20). 

The outcome of the discussion here in the Tantraloka is the deconstruction of 
the subject and object of knowledge: on the outside there are no real objects, only a 
manifestation of light, which is identical with consciousness, and on the inside ‘there is 
no definite subject in the act of knowledge ' (67cd) The discussion deals, for 
example, with the interpretation of the phrase ‘object-light’ (arthaprakasa), namely, 
whether it should be understood as a subjective or an objective genitive, with a 
causative meaning, whether metaphorical meaning is involved here, under which 
circumstances can metaphors be used at all etc.’ Hanneder (1998: 161) 

Abhinava takes up the discussion in the Mdlinivijayavartika: 


‘(If we say that) objects appear variously, because they are pervaded by light, 
then the world would be manifest (vi$vaprakasa) to everybody all the time. (But) if 
there is light which is called knowledge (i.e. light belonging to the subject, the object) 
becomes manifest. (62cd-63) 

If, however, (one were to suppose that) an object is different from the light, it 
would (still) be cognized as having light as its essence. For if we say, ‘this object is 
without light’ (i.e. does not manifest), the doctrinal position (Sarana) would be darkness 
(i.e. ignorance of the object). (64) 

But if (theoretically speaking) this non-light, which has the nature of an object, 
would manifest, it would certainly disappear, because its nature, which is to be without 
light, would perish. And even the Creator is unable to turn something into light which is 
not (already) of the nature of light. (65-66ab) 

(Opponent:) But so far (your position means only that) the state of objectivity 
appears as soon as there is light. (66cd) (A) This might be the case, the reality 
(vastusthiti) is, that in this way something different from the light would shine; and if 
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The designation ‘jar, blue, and so forth’ refers predominantly to a 
phenomenal entity (bhava). In this way, ‘jar-ness’ is the arrangement of the 
constituent parts (sarinivesa) of (that) entity (bhava) and *blue-ness' its colour 
(rüpa). By saying ‘and so forth’ (he refers to its other) qualities, such as its 
being an effect (of a prior cause) or the cause (of a subsequent effect) and the 
like. Just as they are (perceivable) ‘to everybody’, so too is the quality called 
‘perceptibility’. (But) if that were to be so, the (undesired) consequence would 
be that (nothing), including blindness, (would prevent it being perceived), and 
(as that would be true of all phenomena,) everybody would be omniscient. 

Surely (the opponent may rejoin that), if you maintain that perceptibility 
is a notion that is generated by (some) fixed (determined) (niyata) perceiver, it 
is (apparent to just) some (particular individual), not everybody, this is not so. 
Just as a cloth produced by a weaver is not just for himself, (rather it is) for all, 
without distinction, similarly, perceptibility is also (common for) all, without 
distinction. It is not a logically sound rule (niyama) that it is just for the one who 
produces it. He says that: 


ay qantas | 
matt aise gaea 11 22 dg 


atha vedakasamvittibalàd vedyatvadharmabhak | 
bhavas tathapi doso ‘sau kuvindakrtavastravat || 22 |l 


Now, (if one were to say that) an entity possesses the property of 
perceptibility by the strength of the consciousness of the subject, that would 
entail the same defect (as before), as is the case with a cloth woven by a 
weaver (which is perceptible to everybody equally). (22) 


‘The same defect (as before)’ is that (the object possessing this 
quality) would be (perceptible) to everybody (equally in all circumstances). 
Surely (the opponent may object), the perceptibility (of an object) is a product 
of the intellect, which depends on (the existence and perception of a particular) 


the nature of (this) object, which is different from light would become light (i.e. 
manifest), then it would not be this object that is manifested. (67-68ab) 

So forget about (the theory of) a separate light; it is for this reason that Siva is 
in this way (fathá) described as only light. The highest Siva alone shines with 
inconceivable power and moves around without restraint because of his autonomy. In 
this way he is not impaired by the various form in which he appears. (68cd-70ab) 

(However,) this does not imply that there is also some kind of omniscience in 
everything, (for we see differing limited experiences e.g.) ‘I Caitra, perceive the pot, not 
the cloth.’ But ‘he (i.e. someone else) perceives it’. ‘This cloth does not perceive 
(anything)’, ‘I know both pot and cloth,’ ‘I will perceive or I will not’, ‘I have known 
before or (sometimes) I have not,’ ‘I come to know gradually, suddenly, in both (and) in 
neither ways.’ ‘I know everything’, and ‘I know nothing.’ ‘I do not have the nature of an 
object’, ‘certainly (nanu) I do not exist’ and ‘I am always everything,’ ‘I, being one, am 
the world; how can the world be different (from me)." In these and other ways this one 
light appears (variously).' (70cd-74) MVV 1/62cd-74 Translation by Hanneder (1998). 
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fixed (specific) subject. If so, as the object and the subject are mutually 
dependent on one another, how is it not (the case) here that, like (the notion of) 
‘two’ (dvitva) (or more), the perceiver is not also in the same condition (of 
dependence for its existence on the object, as the object is on the subject)? (We 
reply that) this is not so, because the object is insentient and so is not, like the 
subject, linked to the intellect. Thus, as it is gross, there is no question that it is a 
product of the intellect, which, like (the notion of) there being two (dvitva) or 
more, depends on (the existence of) the perceiver.” Thus, that (problem) is 
resolved in another way. 

Moreover, if perceptibility were to be, like the colour ‘blue’, a quality 
of (the outer phenomenal) entity, then (the question arises) whether that is 
(itself) objective (vedya) or not. If it is not objective (i.e. an object of 
consciousness), then it would be nothing at all. An entity that is not associated 
with consciousness does not exist." This has been stated elsewhere many times. 

The object being insentient, it can have no association with the intellect 
(of the subject). On the other hand, if ‘perceptibility’ were to be considered a 
quality of the object much in the same way that blue is, then whether perceived 
or not, it still remains *perceptible'. It has been explained many times already 
that an object that is not associated with consciousness has no being of its own. 
Now, (if perceptibility is objectively) perceptible (vedya), then that too should 
be considered to be an object of perception, as is (the colour) blue and the like. 
Otherwise, it would not be perceived. Moreover, in the same way, in that case, 
(the perceptibility of that perceptibility) would require another (perceptibility 
for it to be perceptible), and that too another one (and so on). Thus, that would 
clearly (result in) an infinite regress that severs (the possibility of any object's 
perceptibility at it very) root, and so it would not be possible for anything to be 
perceptible, with the (inevitable) consequence that the universe would be as if in 
a coma. He says that: 


Serm] a wt: Aaga | 
See waft Serres. d 23 1 
oat 4 fefe carafe q eA |d 


vedyatakhyas tu yo dharmah so 'vedyas cet khapuspavat | 
vedyas ced asti tatrapi vedyatety anavasthitih || 23 |l 
tato na kiñcid vedyam syan mürchitari tu jagad bhavet | 


Again, if this (hypothetical) quality called ‘perceptibility’ is itself 
imperceptible, (then it is no more real then) a sky-flower. But if it is 
perceptible, then there should be perceptibility there (in that) also, and (so 
that would result in) an infinite regress. Thus, nothing would be 
perceptible, and the (entire) universe would be (as if) in a coma. (23-24ab) 


* Read dvitvadivat pramatrapeksa- for dvitvadivadapeksa-. 
5! The Sanskrit reads nahi vastutvam labhate, which literally means ‘does not attain the 
condition of being and entity.” 
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Surely (the opponent may rejoin that), the form of a perception (jana) 
that illumines each specific entity in such a way that it is fixed (and regulated) 
with respect to each (cognitive) act, such as ‘this is the perception of blue’ and 
‘this is the perception of yellow’, is due to each specific limiting adjunct to 
which it is subject. In the same way, one could say that the (perceived nature 
and) form of an entity is affected by the specific perceiver (engaged in its 
perception as its) conditioning adjunct. Thus, it would be possible to (logically 
account for) the (fixed) regulation (that connects it to the perceiver, who is in) 
relationship (with it such that one knows that,) ‘this is only Caitra's object of 
perception and this (other) is Maitra’s.’ He says that: 


* aagi Wyesmm d wv II 
MATTE IET AAS ATT d 


nanu vijnatrupadhyamsopaskrtam vapur ucyatam || 24 || 
bhavasyarthaprakasatma yathā jñānam idam tv asat | 


Surely (the opponent may rejoin that), one could say that (the 
perceptibility) of an entity is (its very) form (vapus), affected by the 
subjective aspect (engaged in its perception) as its conditioning adjunct. It 
is the manifestation of the object, and is equivalent to the perception (one 
has of it, such as ‘this object is perceptible to Caitra, Maitra, and is blue’. 
Our response to this theory is simply that) this is untrue.® (24cd-25ab) 


(The opponent may say:) as there are many cognizing subjects, it is not 
logically sound (to maintain that objects of perception are affected by their 
perceivers, which function as) aspects of (its) conditioning adjuncts. (Our reply 
is that,) if that were to be so, (the illogical) consequence would be that the outer 
object for Caitra differs from (the entity) perceptible to Maitra. (But that cannot 
be so, as that would entail a change in perception). That same perception of blue 
cannot become a perception of yellow. Nor is that logically admissible (by the 
opponent also), because (it is generally) accepted that the essential being (sattá) 
of every external thing is one (and the same for everybody). 

Moreover, (a question arises:) is (the object) affected by perceptibility 
with respect to (just) one perceiver, or is it affected by a perceptibility (common 
to) all perceivers? There (in the first case), because it is affected by 
perceptibility with respect to (just) one perceiver, (that entity) would not be an 
object of perception (vedya) for another perceiver. But even if it were affected 
by a perceptibility (common to) many perceivers, it would not be (perceptible) 
to anybody individually, and so the entire universe would be (as if) in a coma. 

He says that: 


* [n other words, one could object that the conscious subject, like a limiting condition 
(upádhi), would distinguish one thing from another, just as consciousness is distinct and 
qualified by a particular object (that serves as a limiting adjunct) But this is 
unacceptable, because it would imply the loss of unity of the object. Indeed, it would 
vary according to who knows it. Moreover, as Jayaratha says, a perception of blue can 
never become a perception of yellow. 
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Tra 7 WARRATAT 1 24 odd 
aed tna | 


ekavijfiatrvedyatve na jÓiatrantaravedyatà | 25 || 
samastajnatrvedyatve naikavijnatrvedyata | 


(According to this theory, if an entity) is perceptible to one subject, 
it is imperceptible to another one. But if it were to be perceptible to all 
subjects, it would not be perceptible to only one. (25cd-26ab) 


Thus, an entity does not possess any (intrinsic) perceptible objectivity 
(vedyatva) (of its own). Accordingly, he says: 


Tee GET mm SES FAA 095 odi 


tasmān na vedyatà nama bhavadharmo ‘sti kaścana || 26 Il 
Thus, perceptibility is not some property of an entity. (26cd) 


Surely then, (one may ask.) how could an entity become the object of an 
act of perception? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


"Caen eur ds fadus TPES: | 


bhavasya vedyatà saiva samvido yah samudbhavah | 


The perceptibility (vedyata) of an entity is an outpouring of (the 
perceiver's) perception (sarivid) (of it). (27ab) 


Surely, if consciousness were to be one thing and the entity (artha) 
(which is its object) another, how is it that on the coming into being of 
(something quite) different (i.e. cognitive consciousness), the other (i.e. the 
object, comes to) possess an additional (quality) called *perceptibility'? A cloth, 
for example, is not affected at all by the coming into being of a jar. Moreover, 
consciousness is not different from oneself (and so is common to all perceivers). 
Thus, its arising is with respect to all (things and perceivers) without distinction, 
and so it would not be possible to logically account for the regulating principle 
(niyama) (that determines a particular perceiver's) relationship (with a specific 
object). With this doubt in mind, he says: 


armeumed fe aa aaaf i ee 1 
anata werrdrdzi yeaa aera | 


arthagrahanarüparn hi yatra vijianam átmani | 27 ll 
samavaiti prakasyo 'rthas tam praty esaiva vedyatà | 
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Indeed, whenever there is a (form of) consciousness (vijfíana) within 
oneself in the form of the perception of an object, it aligns itself with the 
entity to be made manifest. Just this is its perceptibility in relation to that 
(particular subject). (27cd-28ab) 


Here (according to this view, a particular) perception is born from the 
entity (perceived); thus, the condition of an entity as an object of sense (is that 
of its perception). Although it remains the same irrespective of (the operation of 
the senses), sight and the rest, of the (perceiver who) generates it, its status as an 
Object of sense is fixed and determined by the very nature of the entity (itself, 
which is such,) so that (the experience that) ‘this is the perception of blue and 
this is the perception of yellow' is possible. And that (perception), which is 
such, abides inwardly *within oneself" as independently established (to be such 
as it is) (ayutasiddha) by the power of the aggregate of (factors), specified as 
(that which) has and has not been perceived. It is with respect to just that 
(perceiver alone) that that entity is made manifest. ‘Just this’ is said to be an 
entity's perceptibility. (According to the opponent,) there is no defect (in this 
view). 

He responds to this (as follows). 


aa qucm 3 wn afe denm ee od 
spem va d Fe Bears af a 


atra briimah padarthanam na dharmo yadi vedyatà I 28 || 
avedyà eva te samsyur jñāne saty api varnite | 


Our reply (to all this) is that, if perceptibility were not to be a 
property of things, they would be imperceptible even when the (state of) 
cognitive consciousness (jfdna) (inherent in individual consciousness) 
described above arises. (28cd-29ab) 


The meaning is that, even when cognitive consciousness (jfidna), in the 
form of the perception of an entity, is aligned (with it) within oneself, (it would 
not) in that way also (affect that) entity at all (and so it would nonetheless 
remain imperceptible). The entity and the cognitive consciousness (of it) do not 
possess the same nature, nor do they share a common basis (ekadhikaranatva), 
because their nature as the object (of perception) and the perceiver is different. 
This is because, even if the nature of (that) cognitive consciousness is the 
perception of (that) entity, it is (present and) aligned within the perceiver (not 
the object). As is said with the same intended sense by others also: 


*. . . the supreme state (paravastha) (of any entity is the fact of its) 
appearing (bhasana)." 


Even if something is predominant (and excels), it would not (make any 
difference) at all to anything else. Now if (someone were to respond that) the 
cognitive consciousness of an entity is (its) light (by virtue of which it is 
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illumined and known) because it is generated from (that) entity, (we say) that 
that is not so. That which is generated from something, like smoke from fire, is 
not its light. (Indeed,) it is other than that, and, present in it, it is a sign (Jiriga) 
(of the fire’s existence). If (you were to say that,) let (the nature of an entity) be 
determined (nisciyeta) by the invariable concomitance (avinabhava) of the two 
(i.e. the object and its objective perceptibility), (in response, we would point 
out) here (in this case that) there is no (sure and certain determinate) knowledge 
(ni$caya) of that (objective perceptibility), because even when there is no 
(external) entity,” as happens, for example, in the case of an (optical) illusion 
(bhranti), the cognitive consciousness, which is the manifestation (prakasa lit. 
‘light’) of that arises. Thus, it is rightly said that (if your view were to be 
correct, all) ‘things would be imperceptible’. 

He strengthens (his position further) by presenting (the following) 
example. 


"enfe JARA eer wem o 29d 
saan wap afr qegenfeewgm | 
wem arate fast fasmqemmmffa i 30 d 
adai wer: Het Tea: | 


yathà hi prthubudhnādirūpe kumbhasya saty api l| 29 I 
atadatma pato naiti prthubudhnàdirüpatàm | 

tathà saty api vijňāne vijátrsamavàyini I 30 ll 
avedyadharmakà bhavah katham vedyatvam àpnuyuh | 


A jar is an object with a large round base etc. A cloth differs from 
it. It does not assume the form (of a jar with its) large round base and the 
rest, even if (a jar) is present (near it). Similarly, how can entities that do 
not possess the quality of perceptibility come to have it, even if the cognitive 
consciousness (vijfíána) inherent in the subject is present (near it)?“ (29cd- 
31ab) 


Indeed, the form of a jar is (like a) large (fat) belly with a round base. 
Thus, because it possesses (this) vertical and horizontal extension (in that form), 
it cannot assume the form of a cloth, the form of which is not (like a) large (fat) 
belly with a round base. Similarly, (phenomenal) entities (bhava) that are 
(intrinsically) unmanifest (aprakasa) in themselves would not manifest 
(prakàsamána) when cognitive consciousness is present, even if it is the light of 
the entity inherently present (samavayini) in the perceiver. This is the meaning 
of the statement (made in these verses). 


* Read vinapy arthari for vindpy artha. 

* The point of the example is that it is impossible for two separate entities, like a jar and 
a cloth, to be identified with one another. The same is true of perception and any 
phenomenal entity. If the entity were not to be already in itself ‘light’, i.e. manifest, it 
could not ‘light up’ i.e. manifest. 
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In this way, according to your view, it is not only that the entity (which 
is the object of perception) would not manifest (prakàsate lit. ‘shine’), indeed 
nothing at all would. This other great defect would be a consequence (of your 
theory). Thus he says: 


apr. gaida graai Fey ARTA 11 32 di 
IANA d Aca WENT: | 

apart AA qu Tq 1 32 íi 

fr wee A gA sft waa: 

anarthah sumahams caisa dr&yatàm vastu yat svayam || 31 Il 
prakasatma na tatsamvic caprakasa tadasrayah | 


aprakaso manodipacaksurádi tathaiva tat \\ 32 || 
kim tat prakaSatam nama supte jagati sarvatah | 


See for yourself this (other) great defect (in your theory). (If) an 
entity (vastu) (were) not (to be) the light (of consciousness and hence 
manifest), then the consciousness of it could also not be light, nor (would 
the Self which is) its support, nor the mind, lamp, eye or the rest. What 
would then be made manifest, with the universe completely (immersed in 
this way) in (deep) sleep? (31cd-33ab) 


There is no disagreement here that the outer entity, which is the 
occasional (instrumental) cause (nimittakürana) (of perception), is (in itself) 
unmanifest (aprakása). (It follows therefore) that the cognition which has that 
as its object (visaya) and is the result (of its action) is also unmanifest by nature, 
because when the object manifests (lit. ‘shines’), the light (of cognition) does 
not shine (in such a way that the cognition itself manifests). The cognition of 
(an object of sense) is not (itself) cognized when (that) object is cognized, 
because cognition and the entity (perceived) do not manifest simultaneously. 
(The wise) say that (in the following way): 


‘The two forms, that is, ‘this is cognition’ and ‘this is (its) object’, do 
not manifest (together) simultaneously, because there is no perception of 
difference (between them)." 


‘Its support’ is the Self, which is the (necessary) inherent cause (of 
perception) (samavayikarana). The mind, along with the circle of (the senses, 
including) the eye and the rest, (along with the) inner mental organ, are, like 
(their) object, ancillary causes; as such, the intention is to say that they are 
occasional (instrumental) causes (of perception). (All of that) is unmanifest by 
nature (apraküsátmaka), because (they are) always beyond the purview of the 
senses (paroksa). Again, the lamp (which illumines the object) is an occasional 
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(instrumental) cause. Even though, according to your view, it illumines itself 
and the other, nonetheless, it is not perceived, (and so) cannot be such. 

(We are) engaged in reflecting on (the nature of) perceptibility 
(vedyatva), and so its condition (varta) is also in this way said to be like that of 
an entity. Thus, (if) when an entity is made manifest, the aggregate (of attendant 
causes and conditions), that is, this aggregate (of causes), is unmanifest, then 
nothing at all would manifest, and so all this (world of objectivity) would be (as 
if) blind. Again, one's own mind is not directly perceived (paroksya), and so, 
even though it is linked to that (aggregate of attendant causes), it is not an 
inherent cause (samavayikarana), and is unmanifest (also). Thus, because it is 
implied in the sense (of what is stated) here, it is not mentioned separately. 

Surely (one may ask), the nature of cognitive consciousness (jfiana), 
like that of a lamp, is to illumine (its) object. (Thus,) of what is it said that *even 
if cognitive consciousness, the nature of which is to illumine the object, is 
present, the object does not manifest’? (For in this way,) the nature of 
phenomena (which is essentially unmanifest) could be associated with 
(anything) else (aparyanuyojya) (that could make them manifest). He says that: 


IERT Tq wd WaT 1 33 0i 


jRanasyárthapraküsatvam nanu rüparn pradipavat | 33 ll 


"Then surely", (you may say,) “it is the very nature of 
consciousness to illumine phenomena (artha) like a lamp." (33cd) 


(It is commonly said) here (in this world) that ‘Caitra lives’. Just as the 
excellence called ‘life’ belongs to Caitra, not someone else, similarly, (the 
experience that) ‘an entity manifests’ is a certain excellence (that) entity itself 
possesses, not cognitive consciousness. It is with the intention (of stating this) 
that he responds (to this objection) by progressively delineating several true and 
false views, prefacing them with (friendly) mockery. 


agda fated TÅ TA: | 

AAR TA F EAT 1 2v di 
af: sarmegraat ar ÀA WT | 
ares Tare Teas TA gp 34 di 


apürvam atra viditam narinrtyamahe tatah | 
arthaprakáso jfi@nasya yad rüpar tan nirüpyatàm W 34 Il 
arthah prakasas ced rüpam artho và jnünam eva và | 
atharthasya prakaso yas tadrüpam iti bhanyate || 35 ll 


(Indeed, you have) now understood something new here, and so 
(this makes us) dance intensely (for joy). Now, pray tell me the nature 


?* A lamp illumines an object at a distance and itself, but it need not itself be seen to do 
that. 
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(rüpa) of the cognitive consciousness (jana) which is the light (i.e. manifest 
nature) of the object (arthaprakàsa). Is it the (common nature of both the) 
object along with the Light (which illumines it, such that they are together 
on a common level)? Or is it the object together with the Light (in such a 
way that the latter is added on to the former)? Or is cognitive consciousness 
the light of the object? (34-35) 


Now, pray reflect on the meaning (of the statement that) this is said to 
be ‘the nature (rüpa) of the cognitive consciousness (jñãna) which is the 
light (i.e. manifest nature) of the object (arthaprakasa)'. Is it (the common 
nature of) the object and light (of consciousness that illumines it), so that they 
share a common level (samanadhikaranya)? (Or is it) ‘the object together with 
the Light' (in such a way the latter is added on to the former and form) an 
aggregate (samuccaya)? Or else, indeed, is ‘the light of the object’ just a 
relationship (between two distinct entities)? 

The first two views there are advanced as just possible options; they are 
not the intended (views) of the opponent, and so, without (bothering to) refute 
(them), he goes on to analyse the third view, in order to refute it. 


west aft RED OUS Wes | 
aa aft maaa ae xen 11 35 1 


sasthi kartari 
atha karman 


sed ukto dosa eva duruddharah | 
thy esa nyarthas tatra hrdi sthitah V 36 Il 


(If we say that the last of these alternatives is the correct one,) then 
the genitive (of the expression: ‘the light of the object’) is one which refers 
to the subject (as its attribute) (kartari sasthi). In this way, the previously 
stated fallacy, which is hard to remedy, results." Again, if the genitive is 
one which refers to that which it qualifies as its object (karmani sasthi) (this 
expression effectively means ‘the light which illumines the object’). Thus, it 
implicitly bears a causative sense. (36) 


Again, if the object (artha) is the cause (of its own) manifestation," so 
how is it that this excellence (atisaya) is (attributed to its) cognition (jfidna)? 
(What purpose is served by attributing it to cognition?) It has been said many 
times (already) that the excellence of one thing is of no consequence at all (to 
anything) else. It was said before that: ‘A jar is an object with a large round base 


5 Abhinava uses the same intensive narinrtyamahe in MVV 1/104a to express the same 
sense of triumphant joy. 

5 See above, 10/28cd-3lab. If this were to be so. 
independently of consciousness, and these would be two distinct, differing realities. 

55 The Sanskrit reads ‘yadi namarthasya prakasanakri: kartrtvam’, which literally 
means ‘if the agency of the act of illumination belongs to the object’. The form of the 
Sanskrit clearly induces the notion that inert entities possess ‘agency’ as if they were 
sentient, hence the following discussion. 


the object would light up 
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etc. (A cloth differs from it. It does not assume the form (of a jar with its) large 
round base and the rest even if (a jar) is present (near it)). ? (Your view) would 
entail (this same) fallacy which is hard to remedy, namely, that one thing 
assumes the nature of something else. Now (if) the entity (perceived) is the 
object of the act of illumination (prakasanakriyà), then, inactive, it does not 
cause (that to take place), for an action arises when it is caused to do so. Thus, it 
is established (siddha) that ‘cognition causes the object? to shine’. The 
operation of the relationship between the impeller and the impelled 
(prayojyaprayojaka-vyaparabhava) is characterized as the behaviour (Gcarana) 
of that which is capable of (impelling) that, and differs from (the impelled, 
which is, for example,) the act of sending (presana), solicitation of instruction 
(adhyesana) and the like. Moreover, in this way, because the operation 
(vyapara) of the impeller is established in the activity of the impelled, the object 
(artha) that is manifesting (lit. ‘shining’) shines by virtue of the cognition (of 
it). 

(Our response to this analysis of the act of perception is) that it makes 
no sense, because the application of cognition is useless in the case of an entity 
that manifests by itself, independently of the activity of (anything that) impels it 
(to do so)."! 

Now, one may say that the entity is unmanifest (lit. ‘does not shine’) (in 
itself, but) unlike (unreal entities) such as a sky-flower, it manifests as fit (to be 
made manifest), and so, as it is functional (in this sense) (savyápára), it can be 
the object of the application (prayojya) (of cognition that impels its 
manifestation). But that too is not sound (ayukta). Something which is in itself 
unmanifest is incapable of manifesting, even with the aid of something else, just 
as a palace that is not white cannot shine as radiantly white 
(aSvetaprasddasvetanavat). Moreover, describing the competence (of an object 
to be manifest) as being (its) unmanifest manifestation (prakasapraküsatayà) 
again is incapable (of accounting for its manifestation), and serves no purpose, 
and so does not surmount (the same logical) defect. Thus, (the contention that) 
the light of the object is the form of cognitive consciousness (jfianasya rüpam) 
is not sound. He says that. 


wem ad stam: fF war: NSW | 
aAA dara antl aq fear 0 36 i 


tathà cedar darsayamah kirn prakasah prakasate | 
aprakàso ‘pi naivasau tathapi ca na kiñcana || 37 Il 


*® Above, 10/29cd. The following line is added in brackets for the sake of clarity. 

“ Read jiünam artham for jñānam artha. 

*' If *perceptibility' is an inherent quality of the object alone, it would be perceivable 
independently. We need to account for why some things are perceived by some 
perceivers and not others. The solution proposed here is that cognition activates and 
impels the object's perceptibility to become manifest, thus ensuring that the object is 
perceived through an act of perception. The response to this complex argument is 
simply that if the object is inherently perceptible, it would 'shine' by itself, it would not 
need the light of cognition to illumine it. 
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We explain this (matter) as follows. Is it the (manifest) light 
(praküéa) that manifests? (Surely not, for then it would be manifest 
independently of whether it is perceived or not). Nor is it that which is 
unmanifest, (because if this is its nature, it could never be otherwise).? So 
that (both those views reduce both the object made manifest and cognition) 
to naught. (37) 


‘Is it the (manifest) light (prakasa) that manifests?’ The (implicit) 
sense (of this question is that,) no, (it is not that which) manifests, for (as it is 
already manifest,) that would serve no purpose (and be futile). Moreover, ‘nor 
is it that which is unmanifest’ that manifests, because it is (inherently) 
incapable (of manifesting). If that were so, the external entity, which is the 
object of illumination, and the cognitive consciousness (jfiana) that illumines 
(it) would not be anything at all. ‘So (both those views reduce both the object 
made manifest and cognition) to naught.” 

Surely (one may object that), if this is so, how is it that it is well known 
even in daily (life) that a relationship between the impeller and the impelled 
does form, such as when (for example one perceives that) ‘Devadatta leads 
Caitra to the village’. Thus he says: 


tarhi loke katham nyarthah ........ 


(The opponent may ask,) how then can we explain the use of the 
causative in common usage? (38a) 


The sense is that, whether he goes or does not go, the activity of the 
impeller makes no difference to the one who is impelled. Here itself he responds 
(to this objection). 


sad Aart | 
Fen vases fawap wey carats: 11 3c d 


Saar aie ucyate cetanasthitau | 
mukhyo nyarthasya visayo jadesu tv aupacarikah || 38 ll 


It is said (in reply) that the causative finds its application in its 
primary (literal sense when the two subjects of the causative, namely the 
causal subject and that which it affects,) are conscious beings. In the case of 
insentient objects, its use is (only) metaphorical (aupacàrika).* (38bcd) 


© In other words, it already shines (in which case the action of the causative would be 
useless), or it does not shine (in which case the causative would be impotent). 

© The basic presupposition here is that only a sentient being can impel an object or 
another sentient being to action. The arrow shot from a bow is impelled primarily by the 
archer who pulls the bow string with the intention of shooting an arrow. The primary, 
most fundamental, form of a causative relationship is one between what is impelled and 
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In reality, the sense of a causative is the intention (abhipraya) (with 
reference to) both the impeller and the impelled. There (in that case), even 
though the impelled is engaged in its (own) activity independently, it is 
characterized by an awareness of its dependence. Moreover, even if the impeller 
is independent, (in the presence of the) impelled, (the impeller) understands the 
dependence (the impelled has on him), and (so) the characteristic feature of the 
intention (abhipraya) (he has) within himself is the awareness of the 
dependence (of the impelled on himself) Due to this arises the primary 
relationship, which is that between the impelled and the impeller, and is the 
coming together (melaná) of both intentions. Where on the contrary, (this) 
intention that is animated by conscious reflection (anusarndhi) does not arise, 
because the impelled, the impeller or both are insentient, then that does not exist 
there. One should explain it (vyahartavya) in those circumstances 
metaphorically (as if it were so) (laksnayá), as for example (when an archer is 
said to) make an arrow move, a heap of dung (kdrisa) teaches, and (a violent) 
wind blows down a mountain. He says that. 


ank ed mAs Sasa d: d 

Tan wa eem fg. AA fe uae d 
varemupen db whe apr caine SESH | 
yaaa Wem wm goo d 
Tinea Aforado: d 
Tera AÈ aa 1 xe I 

wW TES ! l 
AEREA STINT TÀ Óbov3 odi 

ares maden graft at wet | 

zu Teagan Ra 1x3 1 


tathahi gantum Sakto ‘pi caitro ‘nyayattatam gateh | 
manvana eva vakty asmi gamitah svamineti hi || 39 || 

svamy apy asya gatau Saktirn buddhva svadhinatam sphutam | 
pasyan nivrttim à$amkya gamayamiti bhasate V 40 Il 
preryaprerakayor evam mauliki nyarthasangatih | 
tadabhiprayato ‘nyo ‘pi loke vyavaharet tathà V 41 |l 


that which impels it. The impulse that instigates action or change is, from this point of 
view, a conscious intention. Physical, insentient objects that are seen to impel or change 
other objects, as for example a strong wind that causes a landslide, are said 
metaphorically to ‘do’ that, as one would say a sentient agent does something. 

“ The causative relates ultimately to both the impeller and the impelled, in such a way 
that the impelled is characterized as a dependent entity set into activity by an 
autonomous one, while the impeller, though autonomous (from this point of view), is 
nonetheless ultimately dependent (to be an ‘impeller’), on its association with the 
impelled, which again requires it to impel it. 
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Saram gamayatity atra punar vegakhyasamskriyam | 
vidadhat prerakammanya upacarena jayate | 42 || 
vayur adrim pátayatity atra dvàv api tau jadau | 
drastrbhih prerakapreryavapusa parikalpitau | 43 || 


Thus (for example), although Caitra is capable of moving (by 
himself), when he considers that his activity (gati) depends on someone else, 
he says: “my master makes me move". His master is also aware that 
(Caitra) has the power to move (by himself, but) observing that (Caitra’s 
action) clearly depends on him, considering the possibility that (he may 
choose to) cease (doing what he is told), says: “I make him move!” (and 
Caitra does so). The causative is used in this way in its primary sense with 
respect to (two subjects such as these, who are) the impeller and the 
impelled (with respect to one another). It is with the intention of denoting 
this (same relationship) that (the causative) is applied in common usage to 
other things also. (So, for example,) when (an archer) is said to make an 
arrow move, (what is happening is that he) imparts an impression 
(sariskriya) to it, termed ‘speed’. He considers himself to be the impeller (of 
the arrow directly), and becomes so by secondary ascription (upacárena), 
(whereas in reality, it is the kinetic energy imparted to it that causes it to 
move). When both elements are insentient, as for example when (a violent) 
wind blows down a mountain, the relationship between them as the 
impeller and the impelled is (merely) imagined by those who see it. (39-43) 


(The relationship between) the impelled and the impeller (is illustrated 
by the examples of an archer who is said to) ‘make an arrow move’ and ‘(a 
violent) wind blows down a mountain' (i.e. causes a landslide). (Caitra's 
master) ‘reflects that (Caitra) is also (free to choose) not to move’. The 
meaning is that, although he is able to move, he may also not move at any time, 
due to (his indifference), depression, or the like. Thus, even though he moves 
(by himself independently), one must necessarily admit that, as one who is 
impelled (to do so), (he is made to move) by the activity (vyapára) of (someone 
who) impels (him). This is the sense (of what he is saying). ‘In this way’, as the 
union (meland) of the intention of the impelled and the impeller. This is the 
meaning. 

‘It is with (that) intention’, that is, in order to reflect on the primary 
nature of the causative. This is the meaning. (A causative relationship) as the 
impelled and the impeller ‘is applied in common usage to other things also’ 
that (are insentient, and so) stand aloof (from one another). ‘Thus’ (for 
example), this archer draws (his bow) and releases (the arrow) due to the 
exertion of (his) will, (and so) ‘imparts an impression (samskriya) termed 
*speed"' (to the arrow), by virtue of the relationship (between them as) the 
impelled and the impeller. (Once he has) drawn the bow, then (comes) the 
activity of the fingers, that arises from the conjunction of his own fingers in 
accord with (apeksa) the exertion (that follows) after the intention of releasing 
the arrow. It is due to that that the fingers are separated from the bowstring. 

Then, when (that) conjunction ceases, the bow impels the movement of 
the bowstring by the conjunction with the string, depending on the (degree and 
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form of) the residual impression (of the archer’s action), that places (the arrow) 
that is mounted on the bow (dhanuhsthasthitasthapaka). 

Thus, it assumes within the bowstring an impression, ‘termed *speed"', 
which depends on its own (corresponding) causes. Depending on that 
(impression), when the arrow and the bowstring are conjoined, the impulse (that 
impels the arrow) arises. The first action that arises within the arrow, that is, 
(its) motion, depends on that impulse which generates the latent impression 
called ‘speed’ within the arrow, due to which, up to when it falls, each 
succeeding action takes place.** 

It is considered to be the impeller by itself. That is the cause (bija) of 
the metaphor (upacára) here (in this case). As (the bow) is considered to be the 
impeller, it is, by way of secondary ascription, said by people (loka) to be the 
impeller (of the arrow). In actual fact, the nature of the impelled and the 
impeller is mutual dependence (parasparapeksa). Now when the impelled is 
insentient, and so its condition as being such is not a conscious assessment 
(anusandhana) of dependence, how then could the impeller, even if (capable of 
making such an) assessment, possess the primary status of an impeller with 
respect to that?” Thus, because it is considered to be the impeller, its condition 


^^ The movement of the arrow is understood to be a chain of actions. The Buddhist 
idealists give the same example to explain how every single action, in accord with the 
doctrine of momentariness, consists of a chain of actions. Indeed, as each of these 
actions also con: of others, ultimately, there can be no action. This is not the Saiva 
view. Ultimately, action is the result of the power to act of consciousness, that operates 
through the instrument by which action takes place — in this case, the bow and the entire 
psychophysical organism of the archer. The power of action emerges by the impulse of 
the will. Concretely in this specific case, this is the intention of the archer, Action is the 
activity of an agent. This is clearly evident in the case of the action of a sentient being. 
which is taken as the model of all action, including that of insentient entities. These may 
be impelled to action by a sentient agent, as is the case of an arrow shot from a bow by 
an archer. The impulse to action on the part of an insentient entity may also be due to 
another insentient entity. A strong wind may cause a landslide. In that case we say, “the 
wind has blown down a part of the mount: as if the wind were a conscious agent. A 
nondualist Saivite has no problem with this because he maintains that whatever takes 
place does so within consciousness, and is ultimately a manifestation of consciousness, 
and so, in that sense, nothing is insentient. Dualist empiricists, such as the Naiyayikas, 
cannot accept that. While they agree that the relationship between something that impels 
another entity to action is expressed as if the impelling causal entity were sentient, that, 
he say: st a metaphor. The wind causing the landslide is as if it were a sentient 
agent of that action, whereas in actual fact it is a mechanical process. To put it another 
way, the nondualist Saivite agrees with Bhartrhari, that language reflects what is 
actually the case. Verbs denote actions. Verbal action is governed by the persons, first, 
second or third, singular, dual or plural. In the case of causative verbs, this is especially 
clear. According to Bhartrhari, the agent of verbal action is ultimately the cognitive 
linguistic consciousness of the Sabdabrahman. In short, the wind is quite literally, as 
language implies, a sentient agent. This matter is discussed by Bhartrhari in the chapter 
of the third part of his Vakyapadtya called sambandhasamuddesa. 

^ The relationship between the impeller and the impelled is modelled on the 
relationship between the master and his servant. The master decides he wants the 
servant to do something and so knows, "I want him to do this". Similarly, the servant 
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as such operates in the world (of daily life) because of secondary (metaphorical) 
ascription; as is said (here, it) ‘becomes so by secondary ascription 
(upacàrenay . 

Thus (similarly), in such cases as (when it is said that) ‘a heap of dung 
(kàrisa) teaches’, the impeller is insentient, and so, even though it is impossible 
for that which is impelled to be such in a primary sense, it is considered to be 
the object of impulse, and so for that reason, the one who is taught behaves as 
the object of impulse by secondary (metaphorical) ascription (upacara). Thus, 
(the relationship between them as the impeller and the impelled is) ‘(merely) 
imagined’, that is, secondarily ascribed. The cause (bija of that ascription) in 
that case is the power of the wind, which is the act (karma) of dividing up the 
parts (of the mountain it blows down). 

(Now) he concludes that (point). 


eb Sat Fat a mem adag 
area faqquafzemso Wa i ve odi 


ittham jadena sambandhe na mukhyà nyarthasangatih | 
stam anyatra vitatam etad vistarato mayà ll 44 ll 


I have gone into this matter at length elsewhere, so let it suffice here 
to say that because (one or more of the elements) in such a relationship is 
insentient, the causative is not used in its primary (literal) sense. (44) 


(Such a) ‘relationship’ may be with something that is not insentient, or 
with something else that is. Even so, there is much to say about whether the 
causative, characterized as behaving (acarana) in the same way (as that which 
is sentient), has, for example, as its field of operation an action which is in the 
course of taking place, or else one that is not. This is not gone into at length 
(here), so ‘let it suffice’, as (this matter has been discussed at length) 
‘elsewhere’, for example in Prakirnakavivarana." 

He (now) relates (what has been said) to the main point. 


ad Wem npn Taq 
arthe prakàsanà seyam upacaras tato bhavet | 


Thus, (says the opponent, let us admit that) the illumination of an 
object (by consciousness) is (just a) metaphor. (45ab) 


(According to the opponent.) ‘thus’, because, as has just been stated, a 
causal relationship between the insentient, the sentient, and some other 


who is impelled by his command to do that should be conscious that "I am being 
impelled to do this." 

© Tt appears that the Prakirnakavivarana is a commentary Abhinavagupta wrote on all, 
or more probably, on just a part of Bhartrhari's famous work on Sanskrit linguistics and 
grammar, the Vakyapadiya. See Appendix volume concerning sources. 
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insentient entity is not a primary one. It is a ‘metaphor’ (upacara). In the case 
of a mountain and the wind (for example), the relationship between the 
instigated (prayojya) and the instigator (prayojaka), as that which falls and that 
which causes it to fall (respectively), is not primary, because they are 
insentient. That is so also in the case of the relationship between cognitive 
consciousness (jfiána) and (its) object (artha), as the illuminator and the object 
of illumination, and (when one says) ‘cognitive consciousness causes an object 
(artha) to shine’. The Naiyayikas (view) entails that even cognitive 
consciousness (itself) (jana) is insentient, as is an (insentient) entity (artha), 
because (according to them) it is an object of knowledge.” However, the Self is 
sentient by being associated with it. As they say: ‘that (Self) is sentient because 
it is associated with consciousness’.”” 

This (point) will be clarified presently, and so no effort is made to do so 
here. If one accepts that, then (it follows that), just as the behaviour of a 
mountain, which is the object of instigation (of a violent wind), is to fall, and 
that does actually take place, so here (in this case), one must accept that (an 
insentient) entity, which is the object of instigation (of cognitive consciousness), 
does manifest (lit. ‘shine’) (because it is impelled to do so). (Thus, the opponent 
continues by) saying that: 


ag cem afe cw wa aefa i wy od 


astu ced bhasate tarhi sa eva patad adrivat || 45 ll 


(Our response is: alright,) let it be (as you say, but if) it manifests 
(and it is said metaphorically to be illumined by perception, it would be) 
like (saying that) a mountain falls (blown down by a strong wind, even 
though it is insentient and hence cannot really do anything). (45cd) 


Having accepted that, (then it is indeed) said metaphorically. 
(However.) in actual fact, that too is not possible here (in this case, i.e. the 
illumination of an object by perception,) because there is no reason (nimitta) 


'* See above, note 10,65. 

* The Naiyàyikas maintain that the contents of a cognition is known by another 
cognition. Even if I know something, knowing that “I know that I know that that is so" 
requires, according to the Naiyadyika, another cognition. The Pratyabhijüà, like the 
Yogicara Buddhists, maintain that a cognition is self-revealing; it can be known by an 
act of self-perception (svasarinvedanasagamvedya). If this were not so, another cognition 
would be required that knows that “I know that I know”, and then another, and so on ad 
infinitum, and so nothing would be known with certainty. The Naiyayikas are, of course, 
aware of this possible fallacy. In response, they maintain that, although there is a 
possibility of infinite regress in this way. the process comes to a halt when the perceiver 
is satisfied, even if he cannot be absolutely certain. This view is criticised here, because 
it treats perception as if it were an object, which as such would be insentient. See below, 
note 10,110. 

? According to the Naiyayika, the Self is not inherently conscious. It is a substance that 
can possess the quality of sentience that is imparted to it by cognition. He argues that 
this is so because when no cognition takes place, as for example in deep sleep, the Self 
is insentient. See below, note 10,74. 
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(for such a metaphorical ascription). It is not reasonable for there to be metaphor 
without a reason for it. Thus he says: 


ara ffe daft fec uw | 

arg: werden fif qepar fur we odi 
fet aaa Am wet ueni | 

ge g semen 4 fxfzenup wq i ve od 
STIR: eb TW AAA Wael WA | 


upacáre nimittena kenàpi kila bhüyate | 

vayuh pátayatity atra nimittam tatkrtà kriyà ll 46 ll 
girau yenaisa samyoganàásad bhramsam prapadyate | 
iha tu jñānam arthasya na kifcitkaram eva tat | 47 ll 
upacarah katham nama bhavet so ‘pi hy avastu san | 


A metaphor must necessarily be determined by some cause 
(nimitta). Take the case of the expression *the wind causes (the mountain) to 
fall’. The cause is the movement generated by that (wind) on the mountain, 
due to which the conjunction (between its parts) is destroyed and so (part 
of it) falls. In this case, cognition does nothing to the object, so how can this 
metaphor apply? And even if it were (applicable, that would be so) as (the 
object) is unreal (avastu)." (46-48ab) 


(A metaphor is determined by) ‘some’ such (cause) as the one meant by 
what has been said. "The movement' is the action that brings about the division 
of the parts (of the mountain), which is *generated' by conjunction with the 
wind, which is a substance like ‘speed’ (vega). The action (commences) by the 
conjunction (of the mountain with the wind); from that (results) the division of 
the parts (of the mountain), then conjunction (between) the parts is destroyed, 
then (part of the mountain) falls. Thus, (part of the mountain does actually) fall; 
it is real because in this case (atra) it has a cause. In this case (atra), on the 
other hand, in accord with the line of reasoning (yukti) that ‘according to the 
view that the object is (self-manifest and so is) the most excellent (of the factors 
that accounts for its manifestation), all (perceivers would be) omniscient’,” the 
cognitive consciousness of the object does nothing (to make it manifest). Thus, 
(the question would arise that, as there is no cause (for the object being 
metaphorically said to be manifest by itself), how can the metaphor hold? 
(Moreover,) even when that cognitive consciousness arises, how is it that the 
object manifests? Or else, even if the metaphor were to have no cause, would it 
thereby exist? Thus (in response to this question), he says: ‘and even if (the 


7! Even if we accept that consciousness does not really illumine an object, but is said to 
do so metaphorically, the object would only be ‘as if illumined’. That would amount to 
saying that there is no object. It only appears that something is illuminated by 
consciousness. 

? Cf. the argument above in 10/21-26. 


TANTRALOKA 325 


metaphor) were (applicable), (that would be so,) as (the object) is unreal 
(avastu)’. 

In a metaphor, the object (of the metaphor) cannot in actual fact be 
made to be of the same nature as that with which it is compared, so that an 
unmanifest (aprakása) entity may become so by metaphorically (ascribing) a 
manifest condition (prakasatva) to it. A child who is metaphorically said to be 
fire does not become fire such that he may also perform the functions of (fire), 
such as burning. 

He says that: 


anma ward: THT: dove odi 
arena fur: fa fe eraga: | 


aprakasita evarthah prakasatvopacaratah W 48 ll 
tüdrg eva śiśuh kim hi dahaty agnyupacaratah | 


One can say metaphorically with regards to an unmanifest entity 
that it does manifest, (but even so) it remains (unmanifest) just as it is. Does 
a child (really) burn just because he is metaphorically said to be fiery? 
(48cd-49ab) 


An ‘unmanifest’ (entity is such because) it has not become one that 
possesses the attribute of ‘manifested-ness’ (prakásata). ‘It remains the same’ 
means that it has not lost its prior nature as unmanifest. 

Surely (the opponent may object that), if a metaphor is entirely false, 
how is it that common daily usage (to say), for example, that ‘a child is fiery’, is 
everywhere, without exception, well-known? Moreover, in the case (of that 
example), the association of similar qualities, such as ‘liveliness’, that are found 
along with that with which he is being compared, is true and is the reason 
(nimitta) such a metaphor is possible. (Our response to your assertion is that) 
that is not so. Even then, what is the real reason in this case (atra) that we may 
metaphorically ascribe manifestation to an entity? Therefore, the metaphor in 
this case (atra) is not a real entity. Thus he says: 


fast aprum un att deme qe wq dg we 
AR qp fm ast aa wem d 


SiSau vahnyupacare yad bijam taiksnyadi tac ca sat || 49 || 
prakaSatvopacare tu kirn bijam yatra satyatà | 


The reason (bija) why he is metaphorically called ‘fiery’ is (his) 
liveliness and the like, which is a real (reason). But (if something is 
unmanifest,) what could be a (similarly) real reason (bija) for the metaphor 
(that ascribes to it) a luminous (manifest) state? (49cd-50ab) 
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The liveliness (taiksnya) and the like of a child which is like the intense 
energy (taiksnya) and the like of fire is in actual fact so, and so is ‘real’. What is 
(an analogous) reason (for saying metaphorically that something that is 
unmanifest manifests)? Nothing at all. This is the meaning. 

Surely (the opponent may ask), what is the use of searching for a true or 
false cause (for the metaphor)? A conscious person, while knowing the distinct 
(separate) nature of the object and that with which it is compared, intent on 
(some) purpose, behaves in this way (in daily life saying), "the child is fiery". In 
just the same way, with (some) purpose in mind, which is appropriate for this or 
that (common day to day) activity, behaves (in daily life saying.) "this entity is 
manifest", even though it is not manifest by nature. With this objection in mind, 
he says (in response): 


fad fe mb ow mem a fe EEA Go |i 
amnem: aft eiT: d 

a ama feats Sat aA: dou» I 
STER Te Terai faf: 


siddhe hi cetane yukta upacarah sa hi sphutam W 50 Il 
adhyaropatmakah so ‘pi pratisandhanajivitah | 

na cádyàpi kim apy asti cetanam jiànam apy adah M 51 I 
aprakaSam tadanyena tatprakase ‘py ayam vidhih | 


It is clear that a metaphor is logically possible (only) when (the 
subject of the metaphor is) proved to be conscious. This is because it is (a 
kind of) superimposition (adhyáropa) which is also based on the (conscious) 
unification (of elements perceived separately, as is a metaphor). But up to 
now (as you have presented your case), there is no conscious principle of 
any sort, even that cognition is not (in itself) luminous (aprakàása) (as is 
consciousness). (If you were to say that a cognition) is illumined by another 
(cognition), then the same argument (would apply as before). (50cd-52ab) 


According to your view (as a Naiyayika), there is no (conscious) unifier 
(of elements perceived separately). If it were to be sentient (cetana), that would 
be the Self or consciousness (caitanya) or cognition (jidna) (itself). Up to now 
(however, you have) failed to prove that the Self is sentient, insofar as you 
accept that it is in itself insentient, (and only) becomes so when associated with 
cognition (jñānayoge).” (You account for the fact) that entities may be sentient 


7 See above, 10/45. 

™ The opponent here is a Naiyayika. According to the Nyaya-Vaisesika view, the Self is 
a kind of substance which may possess the quality of consciousness. Consciousness is 
not the intrinsic nature of the Self. The Naiyayika maintains that it is not even an 
inherent invariable quality of the Self, such that without it the Self would not exist, as is, 
for example, the clay-ness of a clay jar. Consciousness, he says, is a secondary non- 
inherent quality, like the colour of the jar. He points to cases when there is no 
perception, such as in deep sleep, as proof that that is so. Perception takes place by the 
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(by saying) that, just as cognition is associated with Self by way of (inseparable) 
inherence (samavaya), similarly, because they are products (in the same way, 
the experience of) pleasure and the like arises because of the (inseparable) 
single inherence in one reality of the object, the senses and the rest (of the 
factors involved in perception). 

Again here (in this view also), we fail to see a constraining reason 
(nimitta) as to why sentience should be due to inherence, because inherence and 
the like is not in one (and the same) reality.” If you say that, although there be 
no difference in the relationship (of the inherence of cognitive consciousness in 
the Self, which explains its sentiency, and the inherence of cognitive 
consciousness in the object that makes it manifest), rather this difference is 
based on the nature of the thing itself, (then you already) show signs of 
abandoning that (view). He says that (with the words): *up to now (as you have 
presented your case), there is no conscious principle of any sort, even 
cognition'. 

Nor can what takes place (vyavahdra) be explained by (saying that) 
sentience (cetana) is (present) within cognition (jfdna), the nature of which is 
consciousness, because as it is a quality, it would be inappropriate to designate 
it as the possessor of (that) quality. (If, however, you were to admit) that that 
cognition (jfidna) is self-luminous (that is, manifests by itself independently), 
that would (in fact) be reasonable; however, that is not so (according to you). 
Thus he says (that, according to you): ‘even that cognition is not (in itself) 
luminous (aprakása) (as is consciousness)’. It is ‘not luminous’ because that 
is considered to be unmanifest at the time when the object (of sense) manifests. 

Surely, (the Naiyayika may rejoin,) we do not consider, as the Savara 
(Mimarnsakas) do, that cognition is not directly perceivable (paroksa), and (so) 
is always (only) inferable. Rather, (we maintain that) after the object has been 
perceived, (this perception) is known by another cognition brought about by the 
conjunction of the mind (manas) with the Self. So then how can it be 
unmanifest, such that it cannot be said to be sentient? He says that (in the 
following words): ‘(if you were to say that a cognition) is illumined by 
another (cognition), then the same argument would apply as before.’ 

‘The same argument’ regards the manner in which the manifestation 
of an entity (should be explained). If an entity were to be made manifest by 
another cognition (jfiana), then the relationship (between them) would be that 
between the instigated and the instigator, and that does exist (in this case) in 
some way, whether it be primary or secondary. (However,) the manifestation 


operation of the cognitive apparatus, the senses and mind etc., that possesses in the 
course of perception the quality of sentience required for that to be possible. When 
perception is taking place, the possessor of that sentience is the Self, which is the locus 
of ascription of personal individual existence, as when we say, "I myself am the 
perceiver”. In other words, the Self is simply the factor that determines that perceptions 
are not free-floating streams of cognition without a subjective referent. But that referent 
is not an ‘I’, which is a factor of perception; it is the substance, as it were, of which the 
factors constituting perception (jana), are qualities. Amongst them, consciousness is an 
inherent quality. 

75 According to the Nyàya, consciousness is an inherent quality of perception, not the 
Self. The Self appears to be sentient in the course of perception; otherwise, not. 


328 CHAPTER TEN 


(prakasana) of the entity is not accomplished (siddha). According to the Nyaya, 
consciousness is an inherent quality of perception, but not the Self. The Self 
appears to be sentient in the course of perception, otherwise not. Even if 
cognition is in this way the object of another cognition, the primary modality of 
the causative is not (operative), and so the manifestation (of cognition) would 
not be established (siddha). It is not logically tenable for there to be a 
(conscious) unifier (pratisamdhátr) of what is insentient and unmanifest. In the 
absence of a (conscious) unification (of elements perceived separately), the 
superimposition (adhyáropa) based on it is not logically possible.” As that is so, 
how could a metaphoric ascription be sustained here? So enough of much 
(discussion). 

Surely, (the opponent may rejoin,) although a lamp is an object of 
illumination of something else (i.e. cognition), yet it serves as a light of (an 
outer) object. Such should also be the case with cognition. So how is it that it is 
said that cognition, which is not manifest by nature (aprakasarüpa), does not 
manifest the object (artha), because it is the object of another (succeeding) 
cognition? Thus he says: 


H IA SA Wer mmHg 11 G2 odd 


nanu pradipo rüpasya prakasah katham idrsam || 52 Il 


Surely, (you may object,) how is it that a lamp illumines the form 
(of something)" in this way? (52cd) 


Surely, all the logical defects stated previously apply here (in this case) 
also. Thus he says: 


raft 4 wer fe 3 REERSTTD | 


atràpi na vahanty etüh kirn nu yuktivikalpanah | 


(To which we reply,) do not these series of arguments apply here 
also? (53ab) 


"These series of arguments' means the various kinds of sound reasons 
advanced previously, rooted in the primary and secondary (types of) causatives. 

Here (in this case, the example advanced) is not only totally refuted (as 
valid) by sound argument; there is also a lack of correspondence (between the 
example and cognition, which it exemplifies). Thus he says: 


7% Saying that an object ‘shines’, i.e. manifests or appears because it is illumined by 
perception, implies that the object is inherently unmanifest. To say that ‘it shines by the 
light of perception’ is a metaphor is equivalent to saying that the ‘luminosity’ of 
perception is superimposed on the object. It is like the snake that is superimposed on a 
rope and seen in its place. But this is not possible in this case, because only a sentient 
perceiver could connect the image of a snake seen somewhere at some time with the 
rope that is present before him. 

” katham pradipo rüpasya praküsah literally means ‘how is the lamp is the light of 
form’. 
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Tem a SI AÀ SG WSTWHP 14s odi 
mem ware nfs a g À aa | 


yádrsà svena rüpena dipo riipam prakaSayet | 53 || 
tādrśā svayam apy esa bhati jhanam tu no tathà | 


A lamp illumines the form (rüpa) (of an object) by its very nature, 
and it is thus that it illumines itself also. (According to you,) this certainly is 
not the case with cognition. (53cd-54ab) 


"This is not the case’ (with cognition), because (according to you.) it is 
not self-luminous. Thus, the word ‘certainly’ (stresses that this case) is 
different. Thus, when an object is made manifest, the lamp illumines itself, 
cognition certainly does not.” Thus (it is said that), ‘that is not proved which is 
established by an unproven argument'. The point is that, according to this axiom 
(nyáya), how could cognition (jfüiána), which does not itself shine, illumine 
something else? He further strengthens (the view that there is a) lack of 
correspondence (between the example and cognition, which it exemplifies,) in 
another way also. 


sla wart SERT CIT Hx dd 
sra 3 wawa seer fafa: | 


pradipas caisa bhavanam prakasatvam dadhaty” alam \\ 54 ll 
anyathà na prakaseran na bhede cedrso vidhih | 


Again, the lamp gives sufficient light to the things (it illumines); 
otherwise, they would not shine. (However,) the same applies (to cognition 
only) if it is there is no difference (bheda) (between it and the object). (54cd- 
55ab) 


(The lamp) ‘gives light’; that is, bestows luminosity (to the objects it 
lights up,) by strewing its own light (all around). This is the meaning. It is due 
to this that the false report of those who spread false rumours is that, even 
though a cloth is blue, it is falsely (said to be) red." In this way, objects would 
not manifest (lit. ‘possess light’) without them assuming luminosity (from 
something else). That is said (with the words): ‘otherwise they would not 
shine’. Thus it is said (by implication), that in (the light of a) a dim lamp, 


78 The Nyàya does not agree that cognitions ‘illumine’ themselves; that is, they are not 
known in themselves to themselves. They are known by subsequent cognitions. See 
above, note 10,69. 

” As suggested by the editor of the printed text, read dadhaty for dadaty. 

* One person can deceive another concerning the nature of an object that is not clearly 
visible, because it is not well illuminated. This can happen because the light that 
illumines it may be of varying intensity, according to the degree and spread of its rays. 
If objects were to be self-luminous, that would not be possible. 
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nothing at all would manifest (lit. ‘shine’) (and so the light is said to be) 
‘sufficient’. The meaning is that it is sufficiently capable (of illumining objects 
by its) light. Again, it been stated many times that cognition contributes nothing 
more to the object. If cognition were to do something to the object, it would, 
like the lamp, contribute to (its) luminosity, and so one would have to say that it 
is one with it. The lamp gives luminosity to the object by a secondary function, 
that is, the strewing of its own light (all around itself), whereas here (in this 
case), it is not possible for cognition to have any (such) secondary function. 
Now, it is not possible in any way for (cognition) to illumine the object if it is 
not one with it. Thus, it is said that this kind of ability to bestow luminosity on 
the object on the analogy of a lamp ‘applies (to cognition only) if there is no 
difference (bheda) (between it and the object)’. Therefore, it is proved that the 
light (of consciousness) itself shines forth as the (manifest) body of each 
particular object as the unfolding of its own power. 
He says that: 


aera uam Yate: wu fra: dos odd 
"TH GET THAT EA: FECA | 


tasmat prakāśa evayam pürvoktah paramah Sivah 55 Il 
yathà yathà prakaseta tattadbhavavapuh sphutam | 


Therefore, the nature of each individual thing (bhàvavapus) is 
clearly apparent (sphufa), in accord with the manner in which this, the 
Supreme Siva, of whom we have spoken previously and is Light alone, 
shines. (55cd-56ab) 


(The Supreme Siva) *of whom we have spoken previously', beginning 
from the first chapter. As was said in countless different ways: 


: *The supreme reality (param tattvam) of the object (of perception) is 
Siva, Who is the Light (of consciousness), for that which is not Light can 
neither be illumined (i.e. be made manifest), nor even have (any) existence 
(vastutà).' 


‘In accord with the manner’ (Supreme Siva's light shines) as (each 
individual thing), such as (the colour) blue, (they are clearly apparent). This is 
the meaning. If, for the aforementioned reason, the light and the object are one, 
then the luminosity of (for example, the colour) blue, would be its own intrinsic 
nature (dharma) as its ‘blueness’. So it was rightly said that 'perceptibility 
(vedyatà) is an entity's own (specific) form". 

Thus he says: 


S| Above, 1/52ab. Also quoted in TÀv ad 1/26 and 1/54. The next line is given in 
brackets for the sake of clarity. - 
® Above, 10/19ab; also quoted above in TÀv ad 10/19cd and ad 10/68cd-69. 
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Ue p fen TH ET aT 1 Ge odi 
Teta deed qe wit | 


evam ca nilatà nama yatha kàcit prakàsate I 56 Il 
tadvac cakásti vedyatvam tac ca bhavamsaprsthagam | 


Thus, perceptibility (vedyatva) manifests in the same way that 
something (which is blue) manifests (its) ‘blueness’. It is associated with an 
aspect of the object (bhava) (and not with the subject). (56cd-57ab) 


Surely (one may ask), (the single) undivided (akhanda), specific 
characteristic (of an entity) (svalaksana) is the manifest nature (prakasatmaka) 
of (that) entity, which is its undivided objectivity (at one with consciousness) 
(abhinnam idam). There (in that case), is (its) perceptibility an attribute 
(dharma) that belongs to the aspect which is the object, or to the aspect whi 
the light (of consciousness)? With this doubt in mind, he says that 
associated with an aspect of the object (bhava) (and not with the subject)’. 

Thus, engaged in comprising in this way the power of the authority that 
arises from the Mimamasaka view (savaramata), although it is of two kinds, 
(our position) does not (sustain and) contribute to an incorrect view. Thus he 
says: 


we ypa uff gu TA: doe od 
fart vad a aed aft fuso 


phalari prakatatürthasya samvid veti dvayam tatah \ 57 ll 
vipaksato raksitam ca sandhanam capi tanmithah | 


Thus, the fruit (of all this reasoning is that the) two (views, one 
realist, which maintains) that ‘perceptibility’ (prakatata) (is a property) of 
the object, and (the idealist view, that) it is consciousness (which is a 
property of the subject), do not run contrary to our view, (which is that) 
they are mutually associated (and sustain one another)" (57cd-58ab) 


According to the followers of Kumiarila, ‘manifested-ness’ (prakatatà) 
is present in the object, (whereas) the followers of Prabhakara (maintain that) it 
is present in the perceiver. Thus, because of what was said before, namely that 
there is no difference (abheda) between the object and the light (of 
consciousness), (they sustain one another) and ‘do not run contrary to our 
view’. If ‘manifested-ness’ were to be an attribute of the object, the object 
would be (clearly) manifest to everybody, and so all would be omniscient. 


* The Mimarhsakas, Kumarila and Prabhakara maintain, according to Abhinavagupta, 
that “perceptibility” (prakaratà) is a property of the object, and that the cognition of the 
object is a property of the subject. The contradiction between these two views can be 
resolved by admitting that the knower and the known are essentially the same. 
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Again, if consciousness (of that) were to be an attribute of the subject, and not at 
all of the object, it would be beyond the reach of the senses (paroksa), because 
such is its original form. 

It is not reasonable to say that an object is perceptible to everybody now 
without distinction, in that the subject (in reality) is one, and no objects exist (as 
entities separate from the subject). On the Maya level, however, even though the 
subjects are different from one another, nonetheless the object, manifesting by 
its association with the subject, is necessarily experienced individually by each 
subject as pleasant or otherwise. Thus, although consciousness is an attribute of 
the subject, it does not abandon its relationship with the object, because the 
object is essentially the subject. Thus, (the fallacies) of either the omniscience 
(of the subject) or absence of perceptibility (on the part) of the object finds no 
footing. 

Thus, they are mutually associated in such a way that there is no (real) 
distinction between the two views, that perceptibility is a (property of the 
object) or of the (subject's) consciousness. This is the meaning. In this way, it is 
proved that perceptibility (vedyatva) is, to this extent, a property of an entity 
(bhàvadharma) itself, as is, for example, the *blueness' (of the colour blue). 


wate Ayaka PEST uoo 
Ja mew vary winanfaewisf wq i 
aa wafa infr mW 4s 
d tenga fescmvafo me: d 


tathà hi nibhrta$ cauras caitravedyam iti sphutam W 58 Il 
buddhvà nàdatta evàsu paripsávivaso ‘pi san | 

seyam pasyati mam netratribhageneti sádaram | 59 || 
svam deham amrteneva siktarn pasyati kamukah | 


Thus, the thief restrains (himself), conscious that (what he intends 
to do) is clearly perceptible (vedya) to Caitra. He is not quick to take 
(anything), although full of desire to do so. Similarly, the lover who, full of 
respectful devotion, (is aware that his beloved) is looking at him with a 
sidelong glance, sees (and feels as if) his own body is being sprinkled with 
nectar." (58cd-60ab) 


The meaning is, just as ‘a thief’, although intent on the desire to lay 
hold of (and steal) some particular object, ‘is not quick’ (to do so), that is, (does 
not engage) in increasing degrees of reflecting (on how to do it). This is 
because, having understood that it is clearly certain that Caitra knows (that he 
intends to do so), he does not take it, even though it is supremely (needful for 
him) to have it. Thus, he is not able to either take or abandon it. Thus, because 


* This verse connects to verse 10/56cd-57ab. 
55 The above are two examples of how ‘being known’ affects the subject of the 
knowledge — the thief suffers for it, while the lover feels pleasure. 
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of his deluded condition of uncertainty, he suffers and so ‘restrains (himself)’, 
and remains (immobile), like (a figure) drawn in a picture. This is the meaning. 
Similarly, the lover (feels that) “this is my most beloved, who cannot be attained 
even with a hundred desires.” ‘Full of respectful devotion’, not indeed with 
just (lustful) desire as for a prostitute, (considers that) she is looking at me ‘with 
a sidelong glance’, not (just) like one who is indifferent. “(Indeed,) she does 
not stop looking at me for even a moment.” (Thus, he) ‘sees (and feels as if) his 
own body is being sprinkled with nectar’. The meaning is that he experiences 
the supreme, most excellent bliss within himself. If awareness of that object 
were to be (just) a quality of the perceiver, then how is it that the thief would 
not take the thing (he wishes to steal) because Caitra has known (his intention), 
and the lover should experience his own body to be as if sprinkled with nectar 
because (his) beloved is looking (at him)? Thus, it is rightly said that 
perceptibility is a property of an entity (bhavadharma). Two examples have 
been given in order to illustrate the various functional efficacies of perceptibility 
associated with the object. The first, that it causes suffering, and the second, 
(blissful) pleasure. 

Surely (one may ask), if the object is (essentially) made of 
consciousness, then its perceptibility (vedyatva) is said to be consciousness. But 
consciousness is not an attribute of the object (artha), so how is this 
perceptibility a property of (a phenomenal) entity (bhàvadharma)? With this 
doubt in mind, he says: 


q Aaa R warps i ko II 
aif wea od: at at wag | 


na caitaj jidnasamvittimatram bhavamsaprsthagam | 60 1l 
arthakriyakaram tac cen na dharmah ko nv asau bhavet | 


(Perceptibility) performs (its own) function (arthakriyakara), (which 
is to make the object perceptible,) and is associated with an aspect of the 
(perceptible) entity (itself) (bhava). It cannot amount to just the state of 
awareness of its cognition (jfd@nasamvitti). (In short), if it is not an 
(inherent) attribute (dharma) (of the entity itself), then what could it be? 
(60cd-61ab) 


Nor is this perceptibility just consciousness alone, which is cognition, 
as it is ‘associated with an aspect of the (perceptible) entity (itself) (bhava)’. 
Thus, it is separate from that pure consciousness, and so it is an attribute of the 
aspect which is the (perceptible) entity. As that is so, what is its association 
(nibandhana) with it? Thus, it is said that '(perceptibility) performs (its own) 
function’, and that function was described previously. If (one were to say that) 
it is an (inherent) attribute (of the object), (we reply) that is not (the view we) 
prefer (to maintain, for then) the blue (colour), for example, of that (entity) 
would also be some (inherent) attribute (of it). So it is said, ‘then what could it 
be?’ By saying that it is (consciousness) alone suggests that awareness of its 
cognition is more that (its) perceptibility. And that which is ‘more’ is either the 
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entity (itself) or its (inherent) attribute. (However.) perceptibility is not thus the 
entity (itself). It is its perceptibility. It is certainly not just perceptibility (itself). 
Therefore, it is an (inherent) attribute of that (entity), and so it was rightly said 
that ‘perceptibility (vedyarva) is a property of an entity (bhavadharmay .*° 

Surely (then, one may object) that here (in this case), the 
aforementioned defect (applies), namely, that if perceptibility were to be an 
attribute of the (perceivable) entity, then (that attribute) should be (perceptible) 
to all. (We declare that) that is not so. Thus he says: 


"ed ermenb wma wd wf imm d 
PRA SUDPDTWSN | 


yac coktam vedyatadharmo bhavah sarvàn api prati | 61 1l 
sydd ity etat svapaksaghnam dusprayogastravat tava | 


(The objection) that has been voiced, namely, that perceptibility is 
an attribute" of the (perceivable) entity; (as such,) it would be (perceptible) 
to all - (our response to that reply is that,) like a weapon badly handled, 
this (response itself) confutes your own view, (not ours). (61cd-62ab) 


It is your delusion, namely that, (like) the mace of Varuna (varunt 
gadā), because it is ‘badly handled’, that is, used against Vasudeva, who is not 
fighting, killed the one who was known to have that weapon (srutayudha). In 
the same way, applying (this logical) fallacy to my view, you would demolish 
your own." Moreover, even if cognition does not impart (some special) quality 
to the object, and if, according to your view, it assumes a state of perceptibility 
because that special quality is not specific (to any one perceiver), then it would 
be perceptible to all. On the contrary, according to our view, only Siva, who is 
free and whose nature is the supreme light (of consciousness), exists. Nothing 
else at all exists in relation to Him. Thus, because nothing (else) exists, to whom 
would He manifest? Thus he says: 


STET q TSNSNÜSSINMSÜESTH 1&2 di 
ara sf wem aa wa a fae | 


asmakam tu svaprakaSaSivatamatravadinam || 62 || 
anyar prati cakástiti vaca eva na vidyate | 


We who are the votaries of the doctrine that only Siva exists and is 
self-luminous never say that He manifests to another. (62cd-63ab) 


* Below, 10/132c. 
© Read vedyatadharmo for vedyatàdharma. 
*5 Read tvatpaksam eva for matpaksam eva. 
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It was said before that although the perceivers are different (from one 
another) on the plane of Maya, the object, such as (the experience of) pleasure 
and the like, is of the nature of each particular perceiver (that cognizes it), and 
so it is fixed (and determined) with respect to each one. 

(This view is) not only logically sound according to the doctrine that 
there is only one perceiver and (one) reality; it is (true) also when there (is 
considered) to be a difference between the perceiver and the object of 
perception. Thus he says: 


"erar a asia uw AA dea: 1163 od 
qaaa Fett qos | 


sarvan prati ca tan nilam sa ghatas ceti yad vacah || 63 Il 
tad apy aviditaprayam grhitam mugdhabuddhibhih | 


Those of dull intellect say: “that colour blue and this jar (are 
equally visible) to everyone”, without understanding what is meant by that. 
(63cd-64ab) 


Are we examining (nidarsayama) the nature of the colour blue (of an 
object) in order to make its perceptibility hold good for everybody without 
exception, or just that perceptibility (is perceivable to only one perceiver)? 
(Those who say that it is equally visible to everybody are foolish people, who 
say so) ‘without understanding what is meant by that’; that is, accept this 
without having reflected (on the matter). This is the meaning. 

He explains that with reasoned argument. 


afe arose i ex og 

qa ote: fo dat aa pp Wem 

3 wfesfa ateisat ater ar a ata ww duod 
a Waa cw Fe: AEEA: | 


na hi kalagnirudriyakayavagatanilima I 64 ll 

tava nilah kirh nu pito maivam bhün na tu nilakah | 

na kaficit prati nilo ‘sau nilo và yam prati sthitah ll 65 ll 
tam praty eva sa vedyah syát sankalpadvarako ‘ntatah | 


(Consider this: the blue colour of Kalagnirudra’s® body is 
certainly not your (common) blue. Is it yellow (or any other colour then)? 
Certainly not! But nor is it blue. Either this blue (does) not (manifest as) 
such for anybody, or else it (manifests as) blue (only) for the (person) who 


® Kalagnirudra — the Rudra of the Fire of Time — is a particular form of Siva; see above, 
4/164-167. 


336 CHAPTER TEN 


stands before it; and ultimately, (the same would be the case even if it is 
only) imagined." (64cd-66ab) 


The quality called *blue' perceived in the body of Kalagnirudra cannot 
be considered to be that of Caitra's (body). It is not right to say that an attribute 
(dharma) present in the possessor of (that) attribute (dharmin) is also present in 
another bearer of attributes as its own. By saying that it is present in 
Kalagnirudra’s body is meant that it is impossible to perceive it elsewhere as the 
attribute of something else. Surely (one may ask), if the (colour) blue is present 
in something else (anyagata), and is not so for someone else, would it be yellow 
for him? Thus he asks: “is it yellow?" To which he replies “certainly not! But 
nor is it blue". One should not consider it to be yellow or blue. It is not 
logically possible for the red colour of a jar to be the red colour of a cloth." 
Thus we do not understand what the sense of the view is that (the colour) blue 
(manifests equally) for everybody. If the sense of (your) view is that (the colour) 
blue is the same for all, as it is perceptible, (then) what is to be proved 
(darstantaka) has been made into the example (drstantikrta). (Thus, you have) 
declared something that is contrary to your own view; thus it is said that (it is 
said) by ‘those of dull intellect’. Here (according to) our view, on the contrary, 
there is no separate manifestation (avabhása) of subject and object in relation 
the supreme subject, and so what could manifest to whom? Thus he says: ‘this 
blue (does) not (manifest as) such for anybody’. Although there is an evident 
division between subject and object in relation to the lower (phenomenal) 
subject, but as the object (artha) is of the nature of the subject (anyway), in 
accord with the aforestated reasoning, blue would be perceptible (vedya) to that 
(perceiver) to whom (the colour) blue (appears). Thus he says: ‘or else it is blue 
(only for the (person) who stands before it)’. Surely (the opponent may 
object), we do not observe any cause (nimitta) at all for a fixed rule that (the 
colour) blue (of this example must always be) perceptible (vedya). (Simply) due 
to differences in (its) location and time, for example, it may also become out of 
reach of the senses (paroksa). With this doubt in mind, he says: ‘ultimately (the 
same would be the case even if it is not an object of direct perception, but) 


% Gnoli writes in a note to his translation of these verses: "Thus the notion that this is 
‘equal for all’ cannot be sustained even from the point of view of the opponent (whether 
he be a Naiyāyika or of any other school). According to Abhinavagupta, a quality 
(dharma), whatever it may be, is not equally the same for everybody; moreover, it 
differs according to the possessor of that quality (dharmin). The colour ‘blue’ that 
appears related to the body of Kalagnirudra is not the same ‘blue’ that appears in 
relation to Caitra, because one cannot say that the same quality that belongs to a 
particular possessor of that quality belongs also to another. Thus the assertion that the 
quality *blue' appears equally with reference to all without distinction is erroneous. 
From the Saiva point of view, which maintains that there is only one subject, the colour 
‘blue’ cannot be (be said to) to be set in relation to just one particular, determinate 
subject. Moreover, to say that the colour ‘blue’ that appears with reference to a 
particular subject is also ‘perceptible’ for him is a completely imaginary assertion. One 
should bear in mind that according to this school, a quality or potency (dharma, Sakti) is 
not separate from its possessor, as the Vaisesika maintains. See above, 1/158.” 

? Read lauhityam iti for malinyam ity. 
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only imagined.’ One for whom it is not perceptible (even) by the imagination, 
the colour blue also would not be (manifest as such) to him. Apart from a 
perception (vedana) as (the colour) blue, blue is nothing at all, for it has been 
declared (many times) that existence (sarta) is (nothing but) manifestation 
(prakāśamānatā) itself. 

According to your view (mata), although (everything) is equally ‘other’ 
without distinction with regards to an attribute that depends on another, one 
does perceive in other cases that there is a regulating principle (niyama) (that 
determines what that ‘other’ should be). How is it that it is not similarly 
admitted here (in this case)? Thus he says: 


"erp menm a WEBS TMT D ke gH 
Wem wandered wets mSHemmu d 


yathà carthaprakasatma jnanam sangiryate tvayà | 66 Il 
tathà taj jhatrvedyatvam bhaviyam rüpam ucyatàm | 


Just as you declare that cognition is the light of (a particular) 
object, you should also say that the perceptibility (of an entity) for a 
perceiver is the form (ripa) of the object (he seeks to) perceive (bhaviya). 
(66cd-67ab) 


You have said that the nature of cognition (jñāna) is that it is 
universally (sdmdnyena) the light of (any) entity (perceived). (But) although it 
is the light of all things without distinction, even so, because it is not possible 
for (cognition) to be simultaneously in conjunction with an endless number of 
entities," it is accepted (in your view) that cognition is (not associated with all 
things in the same way, and so is) the light of (only some) fixed (determined) 
entity, (with the result that one perceives that) ‘this is the cognition of blue’ and 
‘this is the cognition of yellow’.”* Such is the case in our view also; the quality 
called ‘perceptibility’ belongs to the object (the perceiver seeks to) perceive, or 
else (we) say that it is associated with a (specific) fixed (and determined) 
perceiver (so that a perceptible object is not for this reason perceived by one and 
all simultaneously). What is this inappropriate obstinacy (on your part) that 
what is perceptible to one perceiver should also be so to another in the same 
way? Now, just as the creativity (of a cause), for example, does not assume a 
(different) constraining basis (nibandhana) other than (its effect),” that is also 
just the same here (in this case) also. It is (our) contention that, on the plane of 
Maya, perceptibility is a product of the (individual) perceiver. Thus, the 
Naiyayika’s (empirical analytical) method (prakriya) is based on the daily 
business of life (vyavahdra), which (takes place) on the plane of Maya. This is 
the tradition of the ancients.” 


” Read samarthanantydyogat for samasamanantyayogat. 

?5 Read pitajiánam idam iti for pitajnanam iti. 

?' Read nibandhanantaram nàsriyate for nibandhanantaramasriyate. 

% Gnoli translates the last line as ‘The ‘perceptibility’ on the part of a (particular) 
sentient subject is a property of the object.’ He writes in a note: ‘According to the 
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We do not see even a tiny (possibility of an) occasion for the 
application of that (perceptibility) to something else (other than the specific 
object viewed by a particular perceiver). Thus he says: 


CH waa faa: mesi CET WW dps di 
arf sm Fel À a Wem | 


na ca jnatatra niyatah kascij jħāne yathà tava I 67 II 
arthe jiiátà yada yo yas tad vedyam vapur ucyatàm | 


Unlike you, (we do not maintain) here (in our view) that the subject 
is fixed (and determined) (niyata) in the course of cognition." You should 
say that the perceptible objective nature of an entity (vedyarh vapus) (is 
always the same,) whoever the perceiver may be or whenever (he may be 
present). (67cd-68ab) 


We do not consider, as you (the opponents) do, that it is possible for 
there to exist an autonomous entity separate from the cognition (of it), and that 
similarly, the perceiver is separate from the light of the object, so that the 
question may arise as to why should an entity that is manifest to one perceiver 
not be so for another perceiver also. According to our system, in accord with the 
manner of the formation of the couple, that is, mutually compatible subject and 
object, the perceiver of (a particular object) is the consciousness associated with 
the manifestation of (that) entity. What is not such could not be the perceiver of 
that (object), for how could that (object) be manifest (to the subject otherwise)? 
Thus, it is proved that the perceptibility (of an entity is such only for a specific) 
fixed perceiver. 

One who, although he has heard us say this repeatedly, (nonetheless) 
ignores it, will become the object of ridicule. Thus he says: 


qaga aaa wea Hd RC o! 
zc regen sse fam i 
3 wed ofa d fma ur emm wem ae od 


tattadvijÓiátrvedyatvam sarvan praty eva bhasatam | 68 || 
ity evan codayan manye vrajed badhiradhuryatàm | 


opponent, a quality maintains its identity for all subjects, but appears in relation to a 
particular subject in the form of ‘this is yellow’ or ‘this is blue’. Thus, if we say that 
‘perceptibility’, which is a quality of the thing, appears in relation to a particular subject 
and not to others, you would have no reason to object." 

% [n the sense of pre-existent, already formed, separate from Siva, and something apart 
from the manifest nature of the object, just as the opponent maintains that the object is 
independent of its cognition. According to this Saiva view, the conscious subject is not a 
separate reality from the object; on the contrary, it is a subject to the degree in which it 
moves out towards the object and contains within itself all things. 
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na hy anyam prati vai kañcid bhati sa vedyata tathà I 69 I| 


He who insists that the perceptibility (of a particular object 
apprehended) by the particular subject (who perceives it) should be 
manifest to all has, I believe, reached the limit of deafness. That 
perceptibility (as we understand it to be) (vedyata) does not manifest in this 
way to any other (subject)." (68cd-69) 


(The opponent has reached) ‘the limit of deafness’. What is being said 
in this way is that a deaf man does not hear at all, whereas although (the 
opponent) does hear, he does not listen, and so excels him also (in deafness). 
"That perceptibility (as we understand it to be) (vedyata) does not manifest 
in this way,” that is, in a state of oneness, ‘to any other (subject)’, the nature 
of which is the consciousness associated with the manifestation of that entity. 
The meaning is that an entity would not become perceptible to him. 

Thus, does what was said before, namely that ‘perceptibility (vedyatà) 
is an entity's own (specific) form," make you angry without cause? Thus he 
says: 


wa Soe Aa i 


bhāvasya rūpam ity ukte keyam asthānavaidhurī | 


(1 fail to understand) what this misplaced aversion is (on your part 
to our) saying that (perceptibility) is an integral part (ripa) of anything 
(which is perceivable). (70ab) 


Surely (the opponent may object that), according to the view that 
perceptibility is a property of an entity (bhavadharma), perceptibility itself also, 
like (the colour) blue, for example, is associated with the perceptibility that 
penetrates into the essential nature (of something) that is separate from itself, 
(and that perceptibility would similarly require another and so on;) thus this 
would entail an infinite regress." How can that (fallacy) be avoided? 


"' According to Abhinava, talk of ‘any other’ (subject) or ‘all other’ (subjects) makes no 
sense, because the subject is one only and identified with Siva, who is free and 
independent in all respects. Moreover, all objects are one with him. 

** Above, 10/19ab, also quoted above in TAv ad 10/55cd-56ab. 

? The colour blue is known to the perceiver because it is perceptible. Its perceptibility 
inheres in the object of which blue is a quality. But in order to perceive that 
perceptibility, it must itself possess that same quality of perceptibility. If so, then that 
perceptibility would also have to possess that lity, and so on, leading to an infinite 
regress. This is because each of the ‘perceptibilities’ are qualities of different things. Cf, 
above, 10/23-24cd: ‘Again, if this (hypothetical) quality called ‘perceptibility’ is itself 
imperceptible, (then it is no more real then) a sky-flower. But if it is perceptible, then 
there should be perceptibility there (in that) also, and (so that would result in) an infinite 
regress. Thus, nothing would be perceptible, and the (entire) universe would be (as if) in 
a coma. 


CHAPTER TEN 


cece one TEE 


ATS 


anena nitimargena nirmiilam apasaritd || 70 ll 
anavasthā............. 


This line of reasoning totally precludes (the possibility) of an 
infinite regress (which would be the case if ‘perceptibility’ were to be itself 
perceptible). (70cd-71a) 


*This line of reasoning', namely, that just as it is not reasonable that 
the perceptibility (of something) to one perceiver be related to another 
perceiver, in the same way, because the same reasoning holds good, (the 
perceptibility of one thing is not) related to the perceptibility of (something) 
else." 

He explains that with reasoned argument: 


aa ation: weet 7 at | 
aoe fag sms aerate dum odi 
af aAa cu WESS | 


. tathà hy anyair nilàdyaih sadrsi na sā | 
vedyatà kintu dharmo ‘sau yad yogat sarvadharmavan || 71 \\ 
dharmi vedyatvam abhyeti sa sattasamavayavat | 


Perceptibility is not like the colour blue or other (qualities of an 
object). Rather, it is (a fundamental) attribute (dharma) (of an object), like 
Being (sattà) and inherence (samavaya). Conjoined with that (yad yogat), 
the substratum (dharmin), that possesses all the qualities, becomes 
perceptible.” (71bcd-72ab) 


Surely (a question arises that the opponent must address). According to 
your view, is perceptibility just a quality (like all others), or does it belong to a 
different category of qualities (gunapadartha), as essentially cognition 
(fiünarüpa)? In that case (tatra), if it were to be just a quality alone, it could not 
be associated with another quality called ‘perceptibility’. While if (you consider 
it) to be a quality of cognition, then according to the principle that ‘qualities (are 
themselves) without qualities’, how can (perceptibility) have a quality of the 
same type (sajatiya) as itself, which is an (additional) subsequent perceptibility 


' [n this case, the ‘something else’ is the perceptibility of the perceptibility. The first 
perceptibility renders the object to which is related perceptible. The second is the 
perceptibility of the perceptibility, which is something different. 

10 In other words, by possessing this attribute called ‘perceptibility’, an object, along 
with all its properties, becomes perceptible. This includes the perceptibility itself. 
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(with reference to itself) (vedyatantaram)?'” Just like that, if the quality called 
perceptibility were to be one of a different type (vijarrya) than (the quality) 
‘blueness’, it could not in that way be its (additional) subsequent perceptibility 
(that makes it perceptible). This is how (perceptibility) differs from blue and 
other such qualities. Rather, that (same) quality of perceptibility is the cause of 
the behaviour of its own substratum, as perceptible by virtue of its state of 
inherence (samavàyavrtti) with it. Although the body (of the entity, which is) 
the bearer of the qualities, is sullied with all (its) qualities, it is in itself devoid 
of perceptibility and its absence. (Thus,) without that (quality of perceptibility), 
it would be impossible to say that it is perceptible (vedya). 

Surely (the opponent may object that), if the quality called perceptibility 
is also in itself not perceptible (vedya), (its function) is not (successfully) 
accomplished (asiddha). Thus, how could the bearer of the attributes be made to 
behave (as such in daily life) by association with itself (alone) 
(svasaribandhena)? In the course of remedying this doubt, he advances an 
example (to say that it is a fundamental attribute of a perceivable entity) ‘like 
Being (sattà) and inherence (samavaya). In this way (anena), the specific 
(features) of the qualities and functions (karman) (of things) have also been 
(noted and) characterized. 

He clarifies that: 


3H em fe Bed Ga AIT: wg: 11 63 II 

anf ALS: YOST: | 

sredp fas arahrent mM 11 63 odi 

ara ar YDROWNDRO WH WS | 

UO NEA Wey I 
SAE Aeneaan: | 


brüse yathà hi kurute sattà saty asatah satah | 72 I 
samavayo ‘pi samslistah Slistan aslistatajusah | 

antyo viseso vyà yrttivarjitan W73 Il 

vyavritan svetima suklam asuklam gamanam tathà | 

tadvan niladidharmamSsayukto dharmi svayarn sthitah W 74 ll 
avedyo vedyatàrüpád dharmād vedyatvam agatah | 


(An opponent may object at this point that,) what you are saying 
amounts to this, namely, (that perceptibility) acts as does Being (satt) that, 
when it is present, makes what does not exist existent. So too, inherence 
conjoined (to something) conjoins things that are not conjoined. The last 


12 In other words, the perceptibility of the qualities of blueness or roundness of a jar 


would not be possible if perceptibility were to be an attribute of those qualities. Then, as 
perceptibility is a quality like any other, that too would have to be the bearer of the same 
quality, and that too, in an infinite regress. Moreover, qualities are not the possessor of 
qualities, only substances are. 
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(particular) quality (visesa) (of an entity) is separation, (that makes things) 
that are not separate, separate. Brilliant white (makes) what is not white, 
white. In the same way, movement (makes something move). Similarly, the 
bearer of attributes (dharmin) endowed with all its qualities, such as blue 
and the like, (although) in itself imperceptible (avedya), becomes, by virtue 
of the quality of perceptibility, perceptible.” (72cd-75ab) 


(The word) ‘makes’ is to be added to all these statements. (Being) 
‘when present’ as it is by (its very) nature. ‘(Inherence) conjoined (to 
something)’. ‘(When something is) conjoined (with inherence)’ means that it 
performs (its own) function by itself (svayam vrttirüpah)." ‘The last 
(particular) quality (visesa) (of an entity)) is the condition, amongst (those) 
eternal substances that are the endings (of things) called ‘the end’, is the end of 
the arising and destruction (of something in particular). ‘A particular’ is that 
which separates off (an entity from all others), because it specifies in all respects 
(the entity) which is own substratum. This is the meaning. That which is 
‘brilliant white’, that is, itself white, makes what is not white, white. This is the 
meaning. In the same way, (movement) makes that which is not moving, move. 
This is the sense (of this statement). One should add to (to what follows that, in 
the same way, an entity becomes perceptible) when perceptibility, having come 
(to be inherent in it,) abides (as such). Indeed, this is your philosophy, according 
to which Being (sarta), which is the supreme universal, (common to all existing 


13 Gnoli: ‘Assuming this view, the following contradiction arises. Just as ‘blue’ is by its 
very nature existent, so also ‘perceptibility’ should be by its very nature perceivable. 
However, as ‘perceptibility’ is that by virtue of which something becomes perceptible, 
one and the same thing would have two contrasting qualities, namely, perceptibility and 
the capacity to make it perceptible (vedakatvam). We shall see that Abhinava counters 
this objection by saying that ‘perceptibility’ is ultimately equivalent to 'self- 
luminos; 
1% Qualities can be linked to a substance in two ways: by inherence (samava 
conjunction (sarnyoga). The ‘clay-ness’ of clay is an inherent quality of clay, the 
sense that without it, clay would not be clay, and so is linked to it by way of inherence. 
The colour of the clay, on the other hand, is an adventitious quality. It can vary without 
this entailing an inherent change in the clay. Thus, this kind of quality is linked to the 
clay by conjunction (sariryoga). These two kinds of qualities are often distinguished by 
calling them ‘dharma’ (‘attribute’) and ‘quality’ (guna), respectively. The point being 
made here is that the inherence that links an attribute to the bearer of that attribute does 
not require that there be another inherence to link the first inherence to the attribute. If 
that were to be so, that would lead to an infinite regress, and so inherence would be 
impossible, and clay could have no 'clay-ness', as the Buddhists maintain. In other 
words, inherence both inheres in the substance and causes other things to inhere in it, 
according to their nature. Thus it ‘it performs (its own) function by itself". 

105 According to the Nyàya's radically realist way of thinking, the end of an entity is 
‘some thing’. That is evident, they say, because it is named ‘the end’, as is any existent 
thing. Moreover, it is eternal, as there can be no end of the end. There are as many 
‘ends’ as there are things that come to an end. All of them are made of an ‘eternal 
substance’ (nityadravya). The ‘end’, like the other things presented here as examples, is 
both the end itself and it brings to an end what it is associated with, by way of 
inherence. 


) or 
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things), is of two kinds, namely, Being which is the essential nature (of things) 
and (Being) by inherence (samavayini). In that case (tatra), (Being) by 
inherence (samavayini) is present in substances, qualities and actions (karman), 
whereas Being which is the essential nature (of things) is present in universals, 
particulars, and inseparable concomitance (samaváya). As is said: 


‘Being generates three categories (of things) (padàrtha)." 


There (in that context), substances (qualities and actions) neither exist 
nor do not exist (in themselves), by their very nature. They exist due to the 
inherence of Being (satta) (within them). As Being exists by its very nature 
alone (eva), (to ask) whether it exists or not is mere (senseless) questioning."* 
Another kind of universal is also implied in this way. This is so because a cow 
is not a cow by its inherent nature (svaripena), nor is it not a cow. It is a cow by 
its association (abhisamibandha) with (universal) *cow-ness'. *Cow-ness', 
however, is such of itself (svatah), and so does not entail union (yoga) with 
another universal (jati). Just as an effect, whether a universal within (its) cause 
or in a particular (quality), is not in itself functional by nature (svayam 
avrttiriipam), (but is so) by virtue of (its state) of inherence (within them). 
(However,) inherence, present within its own substratum, is functional in itself 
(svayam), and so does not require another (subsequent) functioning of inherence 
or the like (for it to inhere within it). 

Attributes such as qualities and actions that are the causes of the notion 
of exclusion (and difference) (vyavrtti) are here (considered by Naiyayikas to 
be) particulars ( sa) which serve as the counter to the doubts that (may) result 
from the association with universals that are the causes of the apprehensions 
(pratyaya) complying with (the specific nature of phenomenally) existing 
things." The particulars that are the endings of those (particulars) are proved 
(to be existent) (siddha) by the direct perception of yogis, because otherwise, for 
those who are like me, it would not be logically possible 
(mādrśāmanyathānupapattyā) (to establish that). Amongst eternal substances, 
(‘endings’) are the cause of the notion of total exclusion (atyantavyavrtti) (of 
everything that exists), and they assume (a condition) which differs i Character 
from both being of the same type or of a different type (saji 
anything else)."* (They occur when the particulars) are destroyed (pralaya), or 


' Read with MS K, paryanuyogamatram for paryanuyogapütram. 

' One may have a general notion that something is present. This is a universal. It is 
specified and identified by association with a particular quality (visesa) that 
differentiates that particular entity from others. Thus, it is freed from the doubt of it 
being something else. When a pillar or the stump of a tree is seen at a distance on a 
foggy night, the universal *stump-ness' is perceived, but its identity is uncertain. So one 
may ask oneself, “is this the stump of a tree or a man?" If by further examination, some 
defining details are perceived, it is possible to determine with certainty which one of the 
two options it is, by exclusion of one or the other (see above 1/249cd-250ab (248) ff.). 
10 "The end’ as an eternal substance (see above note 10,105) is unique. There is nothing 
else which is of the same type. It is not a ‘thing’, that it can be of a different type from 
anything else. 
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else when they are the cause of doubt due to their conjunction with a universal 
(samanyayoga).'” 

Again, phenomena (bhava) are not intrinsically (svarüpena) exclusive 
of one another (vyavrtta), nor are they not so. Rather, it is by (their) union 
(yoga) with (the universal which is) ‘exclusion’ that they are exclusive of one 
another (vyávrtta). In this way, they are made to be exclusive (of one another) 
by the particulars (associated with each one). However, particulars are in 
themselves (svayam) exclusive by nature, and so cannot be conceived to be 
either exclusive (of one another) or not. Again, a cloth is neither intrinsically 
(svarüpát) white nor otherwise; (rather,) it is white by its association 
(sambandha) with the quality ‘white’. The quality ‘white’ (is such) by virtue of 
its white nature, another ‘white’ which is inherently concomitant with it 
(samaváyin) is not added on to it (to make it such). 

Again, just as one who is moving (gantr) is not in himself (svayam) one 
who moves, nor is he otherwise. (Rather,) it is because of (his) union (yoga) 
with the act of moving (gamanakriyd) that he is one who moves. The act of 
moving is such by its very nature, and so does not require another (act of) 
moving within itself (to move). In this way, although an entity (bhava) may be 
endowed with all (its) qualities, it is not in itself (svayam) perceptible (vedya) or 
not. It is perceptible by virtue of (its) association (saribandha) with 
perceptibility (vedyata), whereas perceptibility is of itself, by its own nature, 
perceptible, and so it is not reasonable to maintain that it is either perceptible or 
otherwise. With this, (the discussion) comes to rest. 

Surely (an opponent may object that), just as Being (sattd) exists by its 
very nature, so too perceptibility is perceptible by its very nature. (However,) by 
saying that, (one implies that that) same essential nature could come to possess 
the perceptibility (vedyatva) (of an object) as well as the subjectivity 
(vedakatva) (of a perceiver), and that is not logically sound because (they are 
mutually) contradictory. With this doubt in mind, (he responds) by bringing 
self-perceptibility (svayarhsarhvedyata) to rest within the self-luminosity (of the 
light of consciousness).''° 


"ET wea WD aa WhexewHaq 1 oy dd 
SAT IPEA NS 


vedyatà bhāsamānā ca svayam niladidharmavat | 75 ll 


'® See previous note 10,105 and 107. 

110 The light of consciousness by virtue of which all things ‘shine’, that is, manifest, 
whether as objects or as their respective perceivers, illumines itself. Otherwise, it would 
fall to the level of an object of manifestation and so, reduced to a particular, could not 
be the universal Light that shines as all things. Moreover, for the same reason, the Light 
of consciousness is not and cannot be an object of perception of another consciousness. 
Consciousness, and hence cognition, which exemplifies it epistemologically as does 
manifestation ontologically, is self-cognitive. It is perceptible by its own consciousness 
(of itself) (svasarnvedanasamvedya). If this were not so, a cognition would require 
another cognition to perceive it, and that too another, and so on, leading to an infinite 
regress that radically precludes perception. See above, note 10,69. 
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aprakàsà svaprakasad dharmad eti prakasatàm | 


(This objection does not affect us at all. The truth is) that 
perceptibility (vedyata), like other qualities, such as blue and the like, is 
unmanifest (aprakàsa) in itself (svayam), (but) manifests (‘shines’) by virtue 
of that quality of self-luminosity (that is the inherent nature of 
perceptibility, which is not perceptible in the manner of an object). (75cd- 
776ab) 


If perceptibility manifests itself, then by its nature (as an object of 
illumination), which is appropriate for an insentient entity like (the objectively 
perceived colour) blue, although unmanifest (‘not shining’), becomes manifest 
by virtue of its own nature, which is called ‘self-luminosity’, and shines by itself 
alone. It certainly does not assume the state of an object (karmabhāva) in 
relation to itself (sva@peksaya). This is the meaning. 

Thus, one should not consider perceptibility (vedyata) to be itself 
perceivable (vedya) (as an object). Thus he says: 


wert we aai Gen safe AA: 1 ee |i 
aren ARASA Pape ada: | 


prakase khalu visrántim vedyah $rayati cet tatah | 76 || 
nànyà kácid apeksásya krtakrtyasya sarvatah | 


If objectivity’ thus abides at rest (in this way) in the light (of 
consciousness), it depends on nothing else, and has accomplished its task in 
every respect. (76cd-77ab) 


Perceptibility (vedyatà) is the repose of the perceptible (object) (vedya) 
as an insentient entity in conditioned (paratantrya) (subjective) consciousness. 
Does (that state of) repose (within consciousness) also depend on something 
else, so that perceptibility is present in perceptibility also? Thus, (in response to 
this question, he) adds that, what ‘has accomplished its task in every respect’ 
‘depends on nothing else’. 

Surely (one may ask), if perceptibility is essentially repose in the Light 
(of consciousness), then how can it (also be) an attribute of phenomenal 
entities? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


aa a Ramà aaee fret Hp oe di 
fom aaa wd sem d 


yathà ca Sivanathena svatantryad bhasyate bhidà \\77 \\ 
niladivat tathaivayam vedyatà dharma ucyate | 


!!! Read vedyah for visvam. 
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Just as Lord Siva freely makes (the many objects) manifest as 
divided off (from one another) (bhidà), it is said that, in the same way, (he 
makes) this quality, perceptibility, (manifest), as (He does) blue and other 
(qualities). (77cd-78ab) 


(Perceptibility) is a ‘quality’ of a (phenomenal) entity. 

Surely (the opponent may object) Agreed that perceptibility is a 
property of an entity (Phavadharma), why should there be a doubt about that? 
But how (do you explain) this diversity in this way (of the perceptibility of 
objects) when there are many (different) perceivers? Even if there is a difference 
between perceivers, there is no difference at all within itself of (the colour) blue 
(they perceive individually). With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Progressive Differentiation of Bhairava's Aspects 
Does Not Limit Him 


wd frg fe sere mais FT UT 1 oe 
zé g frei weeds: | 
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evam siddham hi vedyatvam bhàvadharmo ‘stu ka ghrnà V 78 Il 
idar tu cintyam sakalaparyantoktapramatrbhih | 
vedyatvam ekariipam syac caturdasyam atah kutah || 79 |l 


(The opponent may now go on to say:) Agreed then that in this way 
perceptibility has been proved to an intrinsic attribute of an entity 
(bhàvadharma). Why, (after all, should one) be so averse (to this view)? 
(Even so,) one should reflect on how it is that, if perceptibility is one for (all 
the) subjects, (beginning with Siva) up to the Fully Conditioned One 
(sakala) at the end, how is it that (it is said to be) of fourteen kinds?'” 
(78cd-79) 


He responds to that (question): 
sad wf tard wem d 
ayia tat ware wat 1 co dd 


ag AEA STREN: | 
wad fe pa wfé APPAIA 1 2 II 


ucyate paripürnam ced bhaviyam rüpam ucyate | 
tad vibhur bhairavo devo bhagavan eva bhanyate ll 80 ll 
atha tannijamahatmyakalpito ‘msamsikakramah | 


1? See above, 10/10cd-12ab. 
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sahyate kir krtam tarhi proktakalpanayanaya || 81 Il 


It is said, (in response to this query.) that if we are talking about the 
perfectly full (and complete) nature of things, then that is said to be the 
Blessed One (bhagavat) Himself, the all-pervasive Lord Bhairava. Now, (if 
we are reflecting on how) He (bears within Himself and) tolerates the 
progressive differentiation of His aspects (amsamsikakrama) that is 
conceived by the glory (mahatmya) of His own (power), what does this 
conception (of the distinction between these levels), as outlined above, 
effectively do (to either compromise Bhairava's plenitude or undermine 
our views)? (80-81) 


The nature (ripa) of phenomena, which is such, (manifests as both) 
complete (pürna) and incomplete (apiirna). There, (in that context) (when an 
entity manifests in its) complete form, then its own light (svaprakása) (i.e. 
manifest nature) is the supreme light (of consciousness) that blossoms forth in 
that way, and so (the very notion of it) being *something' loses all meaning. 
Again, the nature which is incomplete, in the form of qualities and their 
possessors etc., is conceived in that way by the Supreme Lord's power of 
freedom. Thus, we must accept (the existence of) all this business of daily life 
(vyavahüra), which is based on duality (bhedanupranita). So, what has this 
conception of (the nature of the one conscious reality as a hierarchical) series 
(krama) of fifteen etc. (components) wrongfully transgressed, that there is such 
an aversion to it? 

That one (colour) blue, manifesting in this way by the progressive 
differentiation of each of its particular aspects (amsarmsikakramena), is 
accordingly rendered (variously) diverse. Thus he says: 


Whatever Be the Form, Something Manifests That Is its Nature 


STI VG ep aa aT ÉD Bae | 
Fer aem AAAA Gg 22 d 


ata eva yada yena vapusà bhati yad yathà | 
tadà tathà tat tad rüpam ity esopanisat para || 82 Il 


The supreme secret (upanisad) is therefore this. Whatever be the 
form, in whatever way something manifests at a certain time, that then is 
its nature. (82) 


"Whatever be the form', that is, perceptible by (the hierarchy of) 
perceivers, beginning with the those that are fully conditioned (sakala) onwards 
up to Siva, with (their power) in an emergent state or otherwise, (is its nature). 


' Instead of udrikt@nudriktaSaktikasakaladi- Th reads: udriktánudriktasaktikasakalàdi- 
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This is the meaning. ‘That is its nature’ which is perceptible to the Fully 
Conditioned or Deconditioned through Dissolution (perceiver) etc. 

Surely (one may ask), if the perceptibility (of an object) for each 
(individual perceiver in the hierarchy), from the Fully Conditioned One (sakala) 
onwards, is made to differ in some way due to the difference between the 
perceivers (at differing levels), (but) even so, that (perceptibility) is one, 
because the diversity of (their) purposeful action (arthakriyd) is not the 
instrumental cause (of any difference in its nature). Thus, (the object) that is 
perceptible (vedya) (to them must) also be one (and the same), and this 
conception of a (hierarchical) series of fifteen etc. (components) is just (an 
imaginary) notion. With this doubt in mind, he explains the (nature of the) 
diversity of the functional efficacy (of the perceptibility of the various 
perceivers) in order to establish that there is a difference of perceptibility (at 
each level). 


Collective Perception 


An Object Manifests Differently When Viewed 
by Several Perceivers Together 


Am eb maf reat RAT d 
"3p wes frases c3 d 
sre erp wat nfs Wem wem | 
adran ETT cv d 


caitrena vedyam janami dvabhyam bahubhir apy atha | 
mantrena tanmahesena Sivenodriktasaktina || 83 Il 
anyüdrsena vety evam bhavo bhati yathà tathà | 
arthakriyadivaicitryam abhyety aparisarnkhyayà | 84 ll 


An entity manifests variously, according to whether I know it to be 
a perceptible object (vedya) for Caitra or two or more (subjects), Mantra, 
the Lord of Mantra, or Siva when His power is emergent, or otherwise. 
Similarly, (this state of knowing what others know) becomes a countless 
variety (of things), such as purposeful action (arthakriya) and so on. (83-84) 


As an entity manifests, so is (its) functional efficacy. . . . ‘Otherwise’ 
means when (Siva's) power is not emergent. In this way, (it is various, 


A perceiver that is completely conditioned by all the forms of Impurity (mala) 
will perceive the blue to be an independently existent entity that differs from all others 
and the perceiver. As the soul's Impurity is removed, higher degrees of subjectivity 
emerge that perceive the same colour blue in varying forms and degrees of oneness with 
the perceiver and other objects. The purpose of the previous complex discussion is to 
logically establish that the same object may appear variously in this way to perceivers 
on different levels. 
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according to whether I know it to be a perceptible object (vedya)) ‘for Caitra' . 
Summarily justifying (what he has said), he clarifies it. 


A Show Delights an Audience of Many Perceivers 
WT daca | 
"fd Gaara ATA 24 I 


tathà hy ekagrasakalasdmajikajaneksitam 
nrttarh gitam sudhdsdrasdgaratvena manyate || 85 || 


nq 


In this (same) way, one experiences (manyate) the song and dance 
viewed by an audience of embodied (sakala) perceivers, who attend to it 
one-pointedly, to be (a veritable) ocean of the very essence of nectar.” (85) 


For, in the same way, the people in the audience, all focused on the 
song and dance, take it to be an ocean of nectar-substance. 


Here (in daily life, we observe that) one perceiver in the midst of the 
members of an audience who are viewing (a show), by the firmness (and 
stability of his concentration), values''® the excellence called ‘perceptibility’ 
(common to) many (perceivers) of, for example, dance and song. Considering (it 
to be excellent, he) reflects on that as the (very) essence of the wonder (that has 
reached its) ultimate level and is solely in the purview of his own experience. 
The excellence of the dance etc. is the collectivity (saricetya) of the object of 
many perceivers, (formed) because it is the object of each one of them 
individually. It is due to that, that in this aspect, which is such, the perceivers 
are one." 

He says that. 


Te UID HAAAT d 
wares WRITE Ce odi 


tata evocyate mallanatapreksopadesane | 
Sarvapramatrtadatmyam piirnariipanubhavakam || 86 || 


' Read with MSs G and C: -janeksitam for -janah khalu. 

''S Cf. below, 27/373cd-380ab. 

"6 Read manyate for mayeti. 

' Tt makes a great a difference if a person listens to music alone or if he hears it 
together with others. The aesthetic delight each individual experiences is amassed in the 
one experience of the collective subjectivity that emerges when, by the intense 
concentration of each individual, the lower daily discursive consciousness is 
transcended, and they enter the wonder of the oneness of a higher, universal 
subjectivity. Accordingly, Abhinava discusses aesthetic experience above in Chapter 
Three, which deals with Sambhavopaya. See 3/229 ff. 
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Thus, it is taught in the teaching concerning a show of wrestlers or 
actors, that a state of identity (develops) between the subjects (who view it), 
that gives rise to a (blissful) experience of plenitude.'"* (86) 


‘Thus’, the reason being that it is (the common) objectivity of many 
‘It is taught’ by everybody. As (is said) in the venerable 


"The perceivers who are located in one place and all equally engaged in 
perceiving any one object, such as a jar, attain a state of oneness with that (and 
with one another) in (this) aspect, which is only just this much." 


‘Plenitude’ is the full (and complete) form (of consciousness), which is 
so much (iyad) that, as all other objects of awareness having fallen away 
because there is no craving there for anything else, it is (pure) reflective 
awareness (parámarsana) (itself). 

Surely (one may ask), the perception (sarnvitti) of the dance etc. of each 
(perceiver) is thus separately engaged, so what is the use of (a collective) 
objectivity for numerous perceivers? Thus he says: 


maan aage: ws ufa d 
cH yea wand wee fex i ce d 


tavanmatrarthasamvittitustah pratyekaso yadi | 
kah sambhiiya gunas tesam pramatraikyam bhavec ca kim | 87 \\ 


If each (spectator) were to be satisfied with just as much awareness 
of the object (as he individually possesses and nothing more), then what 
quality do they have in common? What would the oneness of (these) 
perceivers (pramàatraikya) be?'” (87) 


"8 See Gnoli 1985: 56-57 n. 3, and also below: 28/373cd-380ab. 

19 ef. TPv 1/5/1 vol. 1 pp 238-9: 

tatrapi kvacit Gbhdse pramatRn ekikaroti nitambaninrtta iva preksakan tàvati hi tesam 
übháse aikyam 


"There (in that ) also, when in some circumstance a (single unified) 
manifestation (of consciousness occurs,) making (many) perceivers one (within it), as 
does the dance of a beautiful woman the spectators. Such indeed is their oneness in (the 
presence) of (a single) manifestation (of consciousness they view together)" 


When the spectators of a show are combined as one cognisor, the reality of 
their common perception is reinforced. In IP 1/5/1, the argument for a unity of cognisors 
is that all cognisors are ultimately just consciousness projected from the limited 
perspective of embodied (sakala) subjects. Sometimes the Lord unifies these various 
limited perceivers, joining them as one in relation to their common object, in this case 
the dancer, i.e., they are so rapt in their attention to the dance that they have no 
perception of the ‘self’ and ‘other’. This view is a way of solving a major issue in 
aesthetics, namely, whether it is a purely personal experience, or it is also that of another 
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What (added) quality is there (if) in this way the multiple perceptibility 
of the perceivers who are members of an audience were (all) brought together 
(into a single collective whole)? None at all! (All that would happen is) that the 
excellence of the wonder, witnessed by one’s own experience, would be 
concealed (nihnava). This is the meaning. Surely (one may object that), 
experience of wonder in this way is because of the oneness of the perceivers in 
just this aspect. With this doubt in mind, he says ‘what would the oneness of 
(these) perceivers be?’ The seed (cause), by virtue of which one is fit (to 
experience) the essence (of the collective aesthetic) delight (@nandasamdoha) of 
this kind, occurs when the subjects become one through the falling away of 
relative distinctions (bheda) (between them). (This is) brought about by the 
progressive growth of the reflective awareness, consisting of the repose within 
their own Self, (even though) the one object may manifest as variously 
perceptible (to different perceivers).'”” 

Thus he says: 


"eg qexeennheWufüeu | 
TER] Tee Fat WN ee od 


yadā tu tattadvedyatvadharmasamdarbhagarbhitam | 
tad vastu Suskat pragrüpád anyad yuktam idam tadà || 88 || 


(svagataparagatatva). These verses (TA 10/83 ff) are addressed to this issue in an 
originally epistemological context, i.e. whether an object is a common object of 
perception to more than one perceiver. 

"When ‘T’ know something that is known by Caitra or by two or more people, 
this state of my knowing what others know becomes a variety of things, such as 
purposeful action and so on. For, in the same way, the people in the audience, all 
focused on the song and dance, take it to be an ocean of nectar-substance. For that 
reason, it is said that the identity of all cognisors with reference to spectating engenders 
an emotional effect which is full in form (cf. TA 10/87). If singly the spectators’ minds 
are satisfied by objects being just so (tavanmatrartha), what quality do they have in 
common, and how can they become a unity of cognisors? (cf. ibid. 10/88) But when an 
object is contained in an arrangement whose property is the state of being known by 
various people, then this object is other than its formerly dry form. The reasoning here is 
that, in general, the state of being known is not ‘dry’, i.e. it is not confined merely to 
itself, but is known in relation to other things by a consensus of cognisors. Thus, 
Abhinava argues for the notion of inference — that inference does not depend on 
pervasion as a process existing in objects, fire and smoke, as known by a single 
cognisor's mental continuum, but rather by a unity of cognisors who, although distinct 
from one another, are made one in respect of both an appearance of smoke and an 
appearance of fire. The epistemological unity of cognisors in respect of the object of 
knowledge underlies the inferential process. Only in this way can we speak of 
inferential knowledge as new and unperceived before, and not as something known 
from a previous experience (IPv 2/4/15 vol. 2 pp 182-185)’ Kuanponpol 1991: p. 19-20, 
n 19. 

7? ekasmin hi vastuny anekavedyatàvabhüsa eva literally means, ‘there is the 
manifestation of many perceptibilities in one entity’. 
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If that show (tad vastu) contains within itself the aggregate of each 
one of the qualities of perceptibility (corresponding to each spectator), then 
it is reasonable (to maintain that) it is different from its prior arid form 
(before it is viewed by an audience). (88) 


The 'prior arid form' is practically without aesthetic relish (rasa), 
because it can (only) be experienced (sarivedya) by each perceiver individually. 
(The subsequent one) ‘is different’. The meaning is that it is (the experience of 
the show) that has penetrated into another form (of consciousness), which 
generates the most excellent (aesthetic) wonder (camatkàüra). The reason here 
(for this) is that the oneness of the perceiver 'contains within itself the 
aggregate of each one of the qualities of perceptibility’. 

Perceptibility does not only perform in this way various functions 
(arthakriya) in the (everyday) world in relation to the Fully Conditioned 
(sakala) perceiver; (it is taught in) the scriptures that it does so also in relation 
to other (types of) perceivers. Thus he says: 


Each Particular Perceptibility (vedyatva) 
Performs its Own Function 


mAN asad fafsmenifpuresp | 
wads wem «p AATA scs ou 
amama Ai wd | 
after fe tay RA ATI 06 o | 
reread sm pari T i 


Sastre ‘pi tat tad vedyatvam visistarthakriyakaram | 
bhiiyasaiva tathà ca srimàlinivijayottare | 89 I| 

tatha sadvidham adhvanam anenadhisthitam smaret | 
adhisthanam hi devena yad visvasya pravedanam ll 90 || 
tadisavedyatvenettham jnatam prakrtakaryakrt | 


Each particular perceptibility (vedyatva) performs (its own) specific 
function (arthakriya). (This is true not only in daily life,) but also generally 
in the scripture. The same (is said) in the venerable Malinivijayottara, (with 
the words) *in this way he should recall how the six-fold Path is sustained 
by (Siva).’!' (The point is that) it is the Lord's experience (pravedana) of all 
things (visva) that is (their) sustaining ground. When (the universe) is 
known in this way as the object of the Lord's perception (vedya), it 
performs its natural function (of elevating consciousness by means of ritual 
action). (89-91ab) 


121 Line 90ab is MV 9/39cd. MV reads tatah for tatha. 
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"Generally! means everywhere (in the scriptures), without exception. 
He gives an example beginning with the words ‘in this way’. And having 
himself explained (the passage), he goes on to relate it to the main point with 
the words (that it is the Lord's experience of all things that is their) ‘sustaining 
ground’. Our (view of the nature of the) universe is not, as the dualists 
(maintain), that it is separate (from consciousness) so that, as they say, there is a 
relationship between (Siva and the universe as) the sustainer and the sustained. 
Thus it is said that ‘it is the Lord's experience (pravedana) of all things 
(viva) that is (their) sustaining ground’. The (universe) is made of 
consciousness, and the perceptible (sammvedya) is the object (visaya) of 
consciousness. Thus it is said to be the sustainer (as well as) the sustained.'” 
Known thus in this way to be Siva's object of perception as the many kinds of 
perceptibility, the natural (prakrta) universe characterized as the Six Paths 
performs its natural function, which is the rite of initiation and the rest. The 
meaning is that it is capable (thereby) of (performing) this kind of function 
(arthakriya). In this way, one attains each (particular) fixed (and determined 
metaphysical) principle as (the corresponding level of) perceptibility for the 
Mantra, MantreSvara and the rest (of the higher perceivers). Thus, the function 
(arthakriyà) (of their perceptibility) here is various in countless (ways). 

Concluding that (point), he begins another. 


Definition of Own Nature (svarüpa) 


wa fr eÀ mif STRE Sm db 92 di 
Tema g xameufufg wad | 


evarn siddham vedyatakhyo dharmo bhavasya bhasate || 91 |l 
tadanübhásayoge tu svarüpam iti bhanyate | 


It has been proved in this way that this quality termed 
‘perceptibility’ manifests as that of a phenomenal entity (bhava) (not the 
perceiver). When it does not manifest, (what remains) is said to be (an 
entity's) essential nature (svarüpa). (91cd-92ab) 


"When it does not manifest means when there is no reflective 
awareness of the attribute (of an object) called ‘perceptibility’. Thus, devoid of 
other manifestations (@bhdsa), such as unconsciousness (sarmmürchana) and the 
like, reflecting (that this is the colour) blue, that is, (not as a particular, but as) 
each single generic manifestation (übhasa), that is said to be the fifteenth 


The universe of experience is based on the subjects (God's) awareness of it; in fact, 
they are one and the same thing; it is this awareness that gives being to phenomenal 
entities, making them causally effective within their own sphere of activity. Pure 
consciousness is both the substratum and what it supports, the awareness and the object 
of awareness. The universe exists by virtue of the fact that it is Siva's object of 
awareness. 
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(component of the fifteen, at the level of Fully Conditioned perceiver, and is an 
entity's) essential nature (just as it is in itself devoid of its perceptibility). 


AAEE AASE | $3 di 
Ta Aa uer aaa Wu: 


upadhiyogitasankam apahastayato ‘sphutam || 92 Il 
svatmano yena vapuşā bhaty arthas tat svakarn vapuh | 


The form in which something (artha) appears in an indistinct 
manner (asphuta) to oneself (that is, the subject), who has eradicated (the 
last trace of dichotomizing thought constructs, which are the) doubt 
(concerning) its association with limiting adjuncts (upadhi), is its own 
nature (svakam vapus). (92cd-93ab) 


The 'doubt (concerning) its association with limiting adjuncts' is 
another doubtful manifestation (abhàsa) (that may not be that of the true nature 
of the object). The (nature of the) entity is ‘indistinct’, because it would (only) 
be distinct when it enters into the condition in which it (manifests) in accord 
with its own specific characteristics (svdlaksanyat), by association 
(sammürchaná) with the manifestations of (its) location (in space) and 
(existence at a particular) time. This is the overall sense (bhüva). ^ 

‘The form in which (something (artha) appears to) oneself’, that is, 
the perceiver, is ‘its own nature’, which is (its own) essential nature (svarüpa) 
as a generic (rather than a particular object)."^ Reflective awareness (vimarsa) 
posited here on the plane of Maya, that is, on the conceptual level (vikalpadasa) 
of awareness, operating (pravartamana) in order to remove other qualities that 
have been projected onto it, separating off (every) other manifestation from the 
condition (of the object in which it manifests), in accord with its own specific 
characteristics (svalaksamyát), although (that manifestation, as are all others, is 
consciousness, and so) not (essentially) different (from it), contemplates the 
blue alone in a generic form (i.e. as *blueness'). It does not also make contact 
with Being, that is invariably concomitant with (an entity's) ‘own nature’ 
(svarüpa). So, in the state of the reflective awareness of (pure, generic) ‘blue’ 


13 Thus, an entity's own essential nature is a ‘generic’ or ‘universal’ (samáyátmaka) 
image of that thing, beyond the images of time and space etc. that define it. In that 
sense, it is not clearly apparent, when it manifests as a specific, particular entity located 
in a specific place at a specific time. Then it appears in accord with its own specific 
characteristics (svalaksana). 

'4 All trees possess the same essential nature (svabhava). In other words, it is the 
generic nature common to all of them. But that can only be known in the specific 
instance of a particular tree. Unspecified, the object appears to be vaguely something 
that looks like it could be a tree. It is, in other words, unclearly manifest. The clarity 
required to identify the object only emerges when its specific form, location and time is 
ascertained, thus differentiating it from everything else that it is not. This is achieved by 
the reflective awareness that is the power of consciousness operating through the 
perceiver. 
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alone, how could there be any possibility of its being coloured by (that) other 
attribute called ‘perceptibility’? This is the overall meaning. 

Surely (one may object that), (if) the intention is to conceptually 
(vikalpena) differentiate one attribute from another, one should differentiate the 
perceptibility which is in relation to another perceiver. It is not so that without 
that there would be no *own nature'. How could one conceal the perceptibility 
to the perceiver of that (entity)? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Perceptibility, Manifest and Unmanifest 


amA sehen ara APTA 11 33 di 
Hz Ua eI a equum | 


jānāmi ghatam ity atra vedyatanuparagavan | 93 |l 
ghata eva svarüpena bhata ity upadisyate’ | 


(When one says) “I know the jar”, what one is saying is that the jar 
manifests according to its own nature, uncoloured by (its objective) 
perceptibility. (Otherwise, one would say: “I see that this jar is visible to me 
or to someone else"). (93cd-94ab) 


Surely, here (in this case), (the experience that) “I know” is basically 
(tavat) perceptibility (just for) oneself, as the object of the act of cognition 
Griünakriyakarma). For it is said that it is necessary that perceptibility to another 
perceiver must exist; if it were not in the purview of oneself (or other 
perceivers) etc., then ultimately (everything, including) a louse, would not be 
perceptible (vedya), even to an omniscient being and the like."5 So how is it that 
it said that *the jar manifests according to its own nature, uncoloured by (its 
objective) perceptibility’? 

He says that: 


Tj WW aaa Wee 11 ee gi 
aft umm 


nanu tatra svayamvedyabhavo mantràdyapeksayà \\ 94 || 
api cásty eva. 


(An opponent may object that,) surely, there (in that case), 
perceptibility (can exist) in itself (svayam) (without being conscious of it), 
and so too in relation to Maitra’”’ and others. (94cd-95a) 


'5 Read upadisyate for apadisyate. 
"°° Read krimih sarvajñāder api na vedyo for krimisarvajñāder api vedyo. 
77 Read maitrady for mantrady. 
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This consideration (codya) refers to what one has not noticed. We did 
not say that the jar is uncoloured by (its objective) perceptibility by its own 
nature. Rather, we said that 'the jar manifests uncoloured by (its objective) 
perceptibility.'* 

Nor is it the case that when (one experiences that) “I know the jar”, that 
one inspects whether “here (in this case) I know what is perceptible to me and 
what is perceptible to one who is omniscient.” (The awareness that) “I know” is 
just the reflective awareness of knowing, that rests in my subjective reality 
(asmadarthavisranta). Thus he says: 


Taq 7 qp wafers | 


TT nanv astu na tu san pratibhasate | 


(Our reply to this objection is that) this is true — it exists, (but) it 
does not manifest. (95b) 


Nor is it everywhere the case that although (something) is perceptible to 
oneself, it is always so, devoid of obstacles, to the reflective awareness of its 
nature. Thus he says: 


areata arentragaa: we fer: d 9 1 
aAA ufafe i ys Tey Wa d 


avedyam eva kalagnivapur meroh para dis 
mameti sarhvidi param Suddham vastu prakasate | 


(When one is aware that): “the body of Kalagnirudra is 
imperceptible to me, (as are) the regions beyond mount Meru”, the real 
(thing in itself) (vastu) shines within consciousness in its supreme, pristine 
form.'” (95cd-96ab) 


13 The perceptibility of a specific object relates to a particular perceiver. Perceptibility 
is a quality of the entity out there. It is its objectivity with respect to the perceiver, who 
perceives it with all its qualities. The manifestation of the thing in itself is unspecified 
by its particular qualities, and so is also devoid of perceptibility; that is, it is not an 
object with respect to a particular perceiver. This is the manner in which it manifests. It 
is not intrinsically imperceptible. The quality of perceptibility, i.e. the objectivity of an 
entity, is specified with respect to a perceiver. Thus, what is perceptible to one or more 
perceivers may not be to others. Moreover, its association with specific perceivers is 
only a part of the properties of an object’s perceptibility. Thus, for example, by virtue of 
its perceptibility, a perceiver not only perceivers the object; he also knows that it is 
perceptible to other perceivers also. This may not always be his concern, and so he may 
not take note of that, in which case the object is not perceived as being such. But that 
does not mean that it is not so. If the first perceiver pays attention, and wishes to do so, 
he will perceive that the object is perceptible to other particular perceivers. 

'? An image of the absence of perceptibility is formed in such notions of things that do 
exist but cannot be perceived. They are objective and yet are not perceived to be such. 
Even so, they exist within consciousness not as perceived, but as ‘things in themselves’. 
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(The entity is in its) ‘pristine form’. The meaning is that it (shines 
within one’s own consciousness), devoid (of any) reflection associated with 
perceptibility to oneself or to others. 

Surely (the opponent may object that), if the pristine entity manifests (at 
all), then its perceptibility is (proved and) established (siddha), whereas it would 
be a contradiction (to maintain that) what is not perceptible (i.e. is not an object 
of perception) manifests. (Our response here is, that is) true, however, (an 
entity) is perceptible (as an object of perception) because it manifests (within 
consciousness); it is not that it manifests in consciousness because it is 
perceptible. 


mam aa GETedd ATA l E I 
Àa i fe AN PJ | 


bhātatvād vedyam api tan na vedyatvena bhāsanāt V 96 || 
avedyam eva bhanam hi tathà kam anuyunjamahe | 


(An entity is) perceivable (vedya) because it manifests, and it is not 
perceivable (avedya) because it does not manifest as perceptible. 
Manifestation is like that - whom should we blame?"" (96cd-97ab) 


‘It’ is the pristine entity (vastu), which is just its ‘own nature" alone. It 
is ‘not perceivable (avedya)’. The meaning is that it is not associated with 
another manifestation, namely, perceptibility. The reason here (for this is that) 
‘it does not manifest as perceptible.” 

Surely (one may ask), it is said that ‘the sight of something that is not in 
the purview of the senses is not possible.” In accord with this view, when 
perceptibility is not manifest, how can an object (of perception) manifest 
(independently just as its) own nature (svarüpena)? With this doubt in mind, he 
says: ‘Manifestation is like that’ etc. Manifestation is the light (of 
consciousness), and that (light), as has been explained, is given life by reflective 
awareness. (Now in the notion.) ‘I know the jar’, this light illumines the jar, but 


Although this idealism, like any other, maintains that nothing exists outside 
things may exist within consciousness, and therefore exist without being 
Existence is not necessarily equated with perception. When an entity is 
perceived, it an object of perception (vedya) and possesses the property of 
‘objectivity’, it is also perceptible. But when it is not perceived or cannot be perceived 
for any reason, it does not cease to exist, i.e. it does not drop out of consciousness. It 
continues to exist even if it is devoid of that attribute, that is, even if it does not possess 
the attribute (dharma) of a perceptible object. As such, it is just the bare thing in itself — 
vastu. It is a real, existent entity — vastu, not an unreal, non-existent one — avastu. Even 
if I cannot see them, Meru and the regions beyond it do exist. How do they exist? 
Simply as an ‘existent thing’ — vastu, not as an object in relation to myself as a 
perceiver. 

'30 In other words, the same thing can manifest as ‘perceptible’ and ‘imperceptible’. 
That is how things manifest. See above, 10/7-12ab. Verses 97cd ff. follow after verse 18 
above. 
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not ‘perceptibility’, insofar as the notion of ‘perceptible’ is in that case absent. It 
has been demonstrated that in certain cases, for example, that of Kalagnirudra, 
there is, on the contrary, an awareness of  *non-perceptibility" 
(avedyataparamarsa)? Who then should we criticise, if when an object 
manifests, the manifestation of perceptibility does not (necessarily) take place? 

In this way, the conception of the (hierarchical) sequence of fifteen 
(aspects) etc. is concretely real. Thus he says: 


The Procedure Regarding the Principles (tattvavidhi) 
Relating to the Seven Perceivers 


Fully Conditioned (sakala) Subjects 


Wd TSCNDGE SI ESATA: |b $6 |i 
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evar paricadasátmeyam dharà tadvaj jaladayah M 97 1l 
avyaktanta yato ‘sty esám sakalam prati vedyatà | 


In this way, the Earth (principle) has fifteen aspects, as do those 
(principles) from Water to Unmanifest Nature, insofar as they are 
perceptible (vedyata) to the Fully Conditioned (sakala) (subjects)."' (97cd- 
98ab) 


After dealing with the object of perception, namely, the nature of an 
entity (in itself) (vastudharma), with this (verse) he has announced the 
procedure concerning the metaphysical principles, that had been enunciated in 
the initial enunciation (of topics). 

Surely, the location of the Fully Conditioned (perceiver extends) up the 
Force (of limited agency), according to the following statement (in the 
Malinivijayottara): 


‘The individual souls, who possess (the principles) from the Force (of 
limited agency) (kala) to Earth, should be known to be Fully Conditioned 
(sakala) (by those who desire to bring this condition to an end)’ .'** 


So how is it that it is said (here that its) subjectivity extends (only) up to 
Unmanifest Nature? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Grad HORA WR AAT: 11 2c | 
UP sft THT | 


[E 


Literally ‘they possess perceptibility with respect to the Fully Conditioned (sakala) 
(perceivers).” 
"MV 1/3Sabe. 
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yat tücyate kaladyena dharantena samanvitah | 98 |l 
sakalà iti tatkosasatkodrekopalaksanam | 


It is said (in the Malinivijayottara) that the Fully Conditioned 
(sakala) (subjects) possess (the principles) ranging from the Force (of 
limited agency) up to Earth. (But this is only) a secondary characterization 
(of these perceivers, which serves to) indicate that, (in their case, all) six 
coverings (kosa, i.e. kañcuka) have emerged (and are functioning).'* (98cd- 
99ab) 


This statement does not in actual fact declare that the location of the 
individual soul extends up to the Force (of limited agency). If it were to do so, it 
would be contrary to the scriptures, that say, for example, that the individual 
soul is the twenty-fifth (principle). Rather, (what is meant) is that the six 
coverings, beginning with Maya, have emerged (udrikta) (and are functioning). 
In the case of the Deconditioned by Dissolution (perceiver, which is the next 
one above), they are not emergent (anudrikta) (and functional), whereas in the 
case of the Deconditioned by Consciousness (above that), they have been 
destroyed. 

He says that: 


‘uddhacidragakaladirasakaficukah 99 || 
sakalà layasamjnas tu nyagbhatakhilakaiicukah | 
jħānākalās tu dhvastaitatkaficukà iti nirnayah V 100 Il 


The Fully Conditioned (sakala) (perceivers) are those in which the 
six coverings, namely, impure Knowledge, Attachment (raga), the Force (of 
limited agency) (kala) and the rest, have emerged (and function) (udbhüta). 
In the case of those called (Deconditioned by) Dissolution (Pralayakala) 
(perceivers),"* all the coverings are in abeyance (nyagbhiita), whereas (in 
the case of the) Deconditioned by Consciousness ((Vi)jfianakala) 


' The passages from the MV just quoted by Jayaratha that Abhinava is referring to here 
may lead one to think that the subjectivity of Sakala perceivers extends from Earth up to 
the Force (of limited agency) (Kala). However, these perceivers are the individual souls 
who belong to Purusa, the twenty-fifth principle, whereas Kala is the thirty-first. Thus, 
the Sakalas experience the range of principles from Earth to unmanifest Nature 
(prakyti), which is the twenty-fourth principle. In order to explain this apparent 
contradiction, Abhinava clarifies that the MV is referring here only to the expanded 
state of the six obscuring coverings (kazicuka). It is not teaching that these realities are 
objects of cognition for the Sakala perceivers. 

' Read sakalü layasamjias tu for sakalalayasamjaas tu. Abhinava refers to the 
pralayakala perceivers here as layasarnjfia, i.e. ‘called dissolution’. 
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(perceivers), these coverings have been destroyed. This is the teaching.’ 
(98cd-100) 


Surely (one may ask), as the objective aspect, that is, the body etc., is 
(so) predominant, the Fully Conditioned (perceiver) is not primarily a perceiver, 
so how can there be fifteen aspects? With this question in mind, he says: 


a Mt aah yaa: | 
wea THO: MAAT: fray 1 202 |i 


tena pradhàüne vedye ‘pi puman udbhütakaficukah | 
pramatasty eva sakalah paficadasyam atah sthitam | 101 Il 


Thus, even though the object of knowledge predominates, the 
individual soul, whose coverings have emerged (and function), is a 
perceiver, that is, the Fully Conditioned (sakala) one. Thus, the condition in 
which there are fifteen aspects (undeniably) persists. (101) 


Thus, although the object of knowledge, which is the body etc., 
predominates in the Fully Conditioned (perceiver), even so, because the 
coverings, namely, the Force (of limited agency), limited knowledge and the 
rest that stimulate the knowledge and action (of the individual soul) are 
functional, "^ it is in this way a perceiver. Thus, (the existence of the) condition 
in which there are fifteen aspects is (logically) unassailable. 

Surely (someone may object that), it is right that the condition in which 
there are fifteen aspects be present in the individual soul also, as it is the Earth 
etc., because the objective aspect predominates (at that level also). (So) how is it 
that it is said that ‘there are two divisions less from the individual soul (up to the 
Force (of limited agency))' 7? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


"Sev surge umosf ug 
enormen ws ag feos! 


paficadasyam dharadyantarniviste sakale ‘pi ca | 
sakalantaram asty eva prameye ‘trapi matr hi ll 102 |l 


The condition in which there are fifteen aspects is within the Fully 
Conditioned (subject), who is present in (the principles) from Earth 


"5 We have seen (above, 10/12ab-18) that the powers of the seven perceivers are 
distinguished from one another by the prominence or absence of the two obscuring 
coverings of Kala and Vidya and the degree of manifestation of Pure Knowledge. Here 
the perceivers themselves are distinguished from one another according to the degree in 
which the six obscuring coverings are present. 

1% Read, as the editor of the printed edition suggests, jñānakriyo- for jidnakalo-. 

' Above 10/3d-4a. 
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onwards."* Here, (in this case) also, the perceiving subject (of the Fully 
Conditioned subject) (matr), within the object of knowledge, is another 
Fully Conditioned subject. (102) 


(Abhinava) has emphasised that the objective aspect is predominant (in 
the Fully Conditioned perceiver, by saying that it) ‘is present in (the 
principles) from Earth onwards’. Thus it is said that (it is present) ‘within the 
object of knowledge'. The sense is — how can one account for that in this way 
if the perceiver is one? (The answer is that) there is 'another Fully 
Conditioned (sakala) subject. If there were to be a Deconditioned by 
Dissolution perceiver here, there would be the condition in which there are 
thirteen aspects. So, everything is in its own (proper) place. 

Surely (one may ask), what is the use of this condition, in which there 
are fifteen aspects, taught in this way? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


The Fifteen Aspects Related to the Fully Conditioned Subject 


EEREN: | 
ian: reaa SWR 11208 d 
ARAE: WET Wd: d 
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sthülàvrtádisahkocatadanyavyàptrtàjusah | 
pitadyah sthirakampratvàc caturdasa dharadisu W 103 |l 


svarüpibhütajadatàh pranadehapathe tatah | 
pramatrtajusah proktà dhàranà vijayottare | 104 Il 


(The various aspects of the object of knowledge, such as its 
qualities,) beginning with (the colour) yellow, (can be contemplated in the 
principles) ranging from Earth (up to Nature) in fourteen ways,” 


'* In other words, the sakalas (fully conditioned subjects) can be seen from fifteen 
different points of view. 

'® According to chapter 12 of the Mdlinivijayottara, each of the various principles, from 
Earth up to Nature, can be the object of fourteen different forms of meditation. Jayaratha 
understands Abhinava here to be referring to a set of meditations (dhdrand) that 
constitute chapter twelve of the MV. In a concluding verse of that chapter, it says: 


‘The Earth principle should be practiced thus in fifteen ways so that yogis with 
the desire to enjoy its fruits may attain accomplishment in yoga.’ MV 12/39 


However, Abhinava says here that there are fourteen meditations (dhdrand). 
This may be the number, if I have reckoned them correctly. But I may well be wrong, as 
the ones beyond the ninth are not specifically enumerated. It is also quite possible that a 
part of the text has been lost. If not, it is possible that Abhinava was aware of this 
discrepancy, and accounts for it apparently. by saying that the Earth itself is the 
fifteenth, as their ‘innate nature’, which thus cannot be an object of meditation. 
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(corresponding to the seven levels of perceiver), according to whether it is 
1) gross (sthüla), 2) obscured (avrta), 3) at its incipience (adi), 4) contracted 
(samkoca), 5) the same (tat) (contraction but to a lesser degree), 6) contrary 
(anya) (to it), and 7) pervasive (vyapta). (They are of two kinds,) because 
(each of them) can be immobile (sthira) or mobile (kampra). (The fifteenth 
aspect) is insentient, and consists of the innate nature. These meditations 
(dhàranà) are taught in the (Malini-)Vijayottara. TOhey attain a state of 
subjectivity on the planes of the body and the vital breath.” (103-104) 


It is said in the Malinivijayottara with regards to this, that within the 
twenty-four principles that range from Earth to Unmanifest Nature, for each 
principle, along with meditation on the ‘Innate Nature’, which is insentient, 
there are fourteen meditations. There, (in that case, these are as follows). 1) 
Gross (sthüla), which pertains to the Fully Conditioned (perceiver), who 
possess (all) three Impurities (mala), including that of Individuality (@nava) and 
the rest. 2) Obscured (avría), which is the obscuring covering of the 
Deconditioned by Dissolution (pralayákala) (perceiver). In accord with the 
etymological derivation (of the word, it consists of) two Impurities (there is no 
Mayiya Impurity). 3) Incipience (adi) pertains to the Deconditioned by 
(ünavamala). 4) Contracted (sarikoca). The contraction of the Mantra subjects 
(in relation to expanded consciousness) is their obscured condition, because 
their material cause is the Deconditioned by Dissolution (perceivers). 5) The 
contraction of the Mantre$vara (subjects), denoted (here) by the word the ‘same 
(tat), is gross, because their material cause is the Fully Conditioned 
(perceivers). 6) Contrary (anya) (to that) is the expansion (of consciousness) 
of the Mahamantre$vara (perceivers), (that develops) as the contraction ceases. 
7) Pervasive (vyápta). Siva's pervasive state is because he is devoid of the 
limitations of time and space and the like. (The seven perceivers) possess and 
practice (these meditations) as their support (ülambana)."' This is the 
meaning. 

Surely (one may ask), in this way, there would be seven meditations 
(dhàraná), not fourteen. With this doubt in mind, it is said, ‘(each of them) can 


' The first group of principles (from Earth to Nature) can be the object of perception 
and concentration in fourteen different ways. The subject who concentrates is a limited 
subject, related to the planes of the body, the vital breath etc. It must be admitted that 
Abhinava's conflation of these meditations with these fourteen is somewhat forced, as 
the reader can see for himself, by referring to that chapter in the translation of the 
Málinivijayottara. 

141 The word here for ‘meditation’ is dharna, which literally means ‘a support’. 

132 [n brief: 1) Gross (sthiila) — the Sakala condition, characterized as having all three 
impurities (mala). 2) Obscured (ávrta) — Pralayakala, with two impurities (there is no 
Mayiyamala). 3) Incipience (adi) — Vi kala, with only one impurity, that is, Anava. 
4) Contracted (sarnkoca) — Mantra subjects, which are in a contracted condition in 
relation to expanded consciousness. Contracted, they are fashioned from Pralayakalas. 
5) Same (tat) — Mantreéa still contracted, but less than the Mantras, they are fashioned 
from Sakala subjects. 6) Contrary (anya) - Mahamantrea are in a state of expansion. 7) 
Pervasive (vyapta) — Siva. 
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be immobile (sthira) or mobile (kampra).’ The immobile (aspect) (sthira) is 
the powerholder. He does nothing (and is immobile), because of the repose (he 
enjoys) within himself. The mobile (aspect) (kampra) is Sakti, who is active 
(savyapára), and (whose) nature (is the universal and transcendental) vibration 
(of consciousness) (spanda). Thus it is said here (in the Malinivijayottara), with 
regards to the Fully Conditioned (perceiver) and its power, that ‘in the same 
way, one should recollect the body. However (it should be) inactive.''? So too, 
‘one should recollect the body that is active. '* 

These (subjects) reside on the plane of the subject (who identifies with) 
the body, vital breath and intellect etc., in accord with the (extent and) manner 
duality has fallen away. Thus it is said that ‘they attain a state of subjectivity 
on the planes of the body and the vital breath’. These are (described) there 
(in the Malinivijayottara) with regards to the meditations (dhàrand) on the 
“Innate Nature’, the Fully Conditioned (perceiver), the powerholder, and power. 
As is said there, beginning with: 

"One's own body, shining like gold and streaked with lightning, is the 
abode of the Fourth State (turiya).’'*° 


Meditations on the (perceivers) Deconditioned by Dissolution 
(pralayakala) and Deconditioned by Consciousness ( vijndndkala) etc. are 
(performed) in the vital breath and the rest (to which they correspond). As is 
said (there): 

"One should meditate on the one present in the Heart, extending (for a 
span of) twelve fingers in the Fourth (State).' ^ 


By the words ‘beginning with’ (when he says) ‘beginning with (the 
colour) yellow’, the (colours) white and the rest, (that are the qualities of) the 
principles of Water and the re are (implicitly) included. All of that is 
di d at length in the Malinivijayottara. It should be grasped from there, (in 
the section) beginning and ending (with the following verses): 

“Again, he who, (initiated) by the teacher, has first of all completed the 
process which is the procedure (to attain) penetration (avesavidhikrama), should 
begin to conquer the planes (of existence) (bhimika) in accord with the 
experience of (his Karmic) tendencies (vasand).’'” 


"These meditative supports (dhdrand), beneficial to yogis, relating to 
the principles beginning with Earth, are said in brief to be twenty-four, each of 
which is of fifteen kinds." '* 


! MV 12/29ab, 

'" MV 12/26a. 

"5 MV 12/22cd. 

"^ MV 12/30ab. 

! MV 12/20cd-21ab. 

"5 MV 16/16cd-17ab. A long passage in the Málinivijayottara (12/20cd to 16/47) is 
dedicated to a series of meditations (dharana) on the principles ranging from Earth to 
Maya and beyond. From this, Jayaratha has selected the part that describes the series of 
meditations (dharana) on twenty-four principles (tattva), from Earth to the Intellect. 
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Here, for fear of making the book too long, each word has not been 
explained. 

Having described (the level of the Fully Conditioned perceiver, of 
which there are) fifteen (aspects), (he goes on to) describe (the others), 
beginning with (that of the perceivers that are Deconditioned by Dissolution, 
which has) thirteen (aspects). 


The Thirteen Aspects Related to the 
Deconditioned by Dissolution Subject 


"Rep J Hep Ya: HOA THAT | 
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yadà tu meyatà pumsah kalantasya prakalpyate | 
tadudbhütah ukamso meyo nasya pramátrtà ll 105 Il 
atah sakalasa ya pramatrtvam na vidyate | 
trayodasatvam tacchaktigaktimaddvayavarjanat | 106 Il 
nyagbhütakaricuko mata yatas tatra layakalah | 
mayanivisto vijňānākalādyāh pragvadeva tu V 107 |l 


If (the series of principles) ranging from the individual soul to the 
Force (of limited agency) is considered to be objective (that is, not as 
aspects of the subject,) the aspect that arises out of this (group of 
principles), namely, the obscuring coverings (of the individual soul) 
(tadudbhütah kaficukamso), becomes an object of knowledge, and so is not 
(a part of his) subjectivity.'^ Thus, (at this level, the subject) termed ‘Fully 
Conditioned’ (sakala) does not possess subjectivity (pramátrtva). By 
shedding two (of its aspects, namely,) that of power and its possessor, it has 
thirteen (aspects). The covering of the subject there is in abeyance, and so'*' 
(this is the level of) the Dissolution Deconditioned (layakala) (subject, who 
is) immersed in Maya. The Consciousness Deconditioned (subjects) 
(vijfianakala) are, analogously as before, (the subjects in relation to this 
group). (105-107) 


14 These verses from 105 to 113ab are all together in the printed edition. The have been 
divided up for easy reading. 

' If we read tadodbhitakaftcukamso for tadudbhütah kaficukáriso, the meaning would 
then be: ‘the beings whose obscuring coverings are in a state of emergence become an 
object of knowledge." 

55! Read yatas for yuktas. 
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‘The principles ranging from the individual soul to the Force (of 
limited agency)' are the six beginning with the principle of the individual soul 
and ending with that of the Force (of limited agency). This is the meaning. (At 
this level, the Fully Conditioned subject is deprived of his subjectivity,) because 
the aspect of the group of six coverings that arises out of this (group of 
principles) becomes an object of knowledge. (The Dissolution Deconditioned 
subject at the next level) ‘has thirteen (aspects), because the Fully 
Conditioned (subject) has become the ‘Innate Nature’, as (it) and its power are 
the object (of that higher level perceiver).'** Surely, (one may object,) that it is 
said here that the Fully Conditioned (perceiver has become) the object of the 
Dissolution Deconditioned (perceiver, who is its) perceiver. Well then, what is 
the condition of the Consciousness Deconditioned and the rest (of the perceivers 
above that)? With this doubt in mind, he says that ‘the Consciousness 
subjects in relation to this group)’. The meaning is that their subjectivity is (in 
relation to the perceivers that precede them, such that they are their objects). 
(This is) just as happens (at the level below, in relation to) the Fully 
Conditioned subject, (who is the object of the perceiver at the next level above 
it). 


The Eleven Aspects Related to the Dissolution 
Deconditioned (pralayakala) Subject 


Tas TST mupee ndr. 
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máyátattve jfieyarüpe kaficukanyagbhavo ‘pi yı 
so ‘pi meyah kaficukaikyam yato m susüksmikà || 108 Il 
vijiánàkala evátra tato mátapakaficukah | 

máyüniviste ‘py akale tathety ekadasatmatà || 109 Il 


When the principle of Màyà is the object of knowledge, (the subject 
in whom) the coverings are in abeyance also becomes an object of 
knowledge. As Maya (at this level) is the unity of the coverings (fused 
together within it), it is extremely subtle. Thus, the subject here is 


Consciousness Deconditioned (vijiianakala), ^ who is free of coverings. (The 


152 


When, however, one is considering how the knowable, consisting of the principles 
ranging from Purusa to Kalā, are, then the (sakala subjects), which are characterized as 
being in a state in which the kañcukas are in an emergent condition, are then no longer 
subjects, but objects of awareness. This is the reason why the Sakalas are no longer 
subjects with respect to these Tattvas (from Purusa upwards), which due to the absence 
of the two aspects of the Sakala subjects, that is, Power and the Powerholder, have 
thirteen aspects only. 

'5! Along with the Mantra and other subjects above it. 
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object of knowledge for him) is the Dissolution Deconditioned (pralayakala) 
subject, who is immersed in Maya. In this way, it consists of eleven 
(aspects). (108-109) 


Surely (one may ask), when the principle of Maya is the object of 
knowledge, the coverings are in abeyance (within the subject) also. (So) how 
can it be known? With this doubt in mind, he says that this is because ‘Maya (at 
this level) is the unity of the coverings (fused together within it)'. For this 
reason also, it is *extremely subtle', that is, the divisions (within it) are 
undifferentiated. The intended sense being that (this is its) condition as the 
(generic) cause (of the principles below it) ‘Thus’ the Dissolution 
Deconditioned (subject), within whom the coverings are in abeyance, has 
become the ‘Innate Nature’ (at the next higher level). 


The Remaining Subjects Up to Siva 


amea dU parag | 
seqni emma ATTA 11-220 || 
aft ep uer Hemegep Wn TAR: | 

a TEPINA RATA J ATA 11 222 di 
SEPIES ATT AAA: | 
aafaa at camer: R: fra: 11 $33 00 
TAM araa: | 


vijiánakevale vedye kaficukadhvamsasusthite | 
udbubhisuprabodhanam mantranam eva mātrtā V 110 Il 

te ‘pi mantra yada meyās tadà mātā tadisvarah | 

sa hy udbhavat pürnabodhas tasmin prapte tu meyatàm \| 111 || 
udbhütapürnarüpo ‘sau mata mantramahesvarah | 

tasmin vijfieyatam prapte svaprakasah parah Sivah II 112 1l 
pramátà svakatadatmyabhasitakhilavedyakah | 


When the object of knowledge is the Consciousness Deconditioned 
(subject), whose coverings have been completely destroyed, only Mantra 
(perceivers), whose consciousness is about to awake, are the subjects.'* 
When these Mantra (perceivers) are the objects of knowledge, then the 
subject is (Mantre$vara), their Lord, within whom the fullness of 
consciousness is in the process of arising. When he becomes an object, the 
subject is the Great Lord of Mantra, within whom the full (and complete) 
form (of consciousness) has dawned. (Finally,) when (he has) become an 


' kaficukadhvarisasusthite, which literally means ‘(who is) in a good state because 
(his) obscuring coverings have been destroyed." 

55 mantrandm eva mátrtà literally means, ‘subjectivity belongs to the Mantra (subjects) 
alone." 
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object, the subject is Siva, who, supreme and self-Iuminous, manifests all 
objectivity as one with Himself. (110-113ab) 


*(When the object of knowledge is the Consciousness Deconditioned 
perceivers’ subjectivity,) ‘only Mantra (perceivers) are the subjects’, not 
indeed the Consciousness Deconditioned (perceiver) also. So here (at this level, 
the aspects) are nine. Their Lord is the Lord of Mantras.'® (Finally, Siva 
manifests all objectivity) ‘as one with Himself’. The intended sense being that 
(he) certainly (does) not (manifest it as) a unity-in-difference etc. (bhedabheda), 
as is the case with Mantra, Lord of Mantras, and other (higher perceivers). That 
was taught at the very beginning of (this) chapter, and so (there is no need to 
exert the same) effort (to do so) again here. 

Surely (one may ask), when (Siva) also has become an object of 
knowledge, who is the perceiver? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Siva 
Self-Luminous Siva 


fora: Sarat AT Aa SAMA (0223 40 
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Sivah pramātā no meyo hy anyadhinaprakàsatà V 113 I 
meyatà sé na tatrasti svaprakaso hy asau prabhuh | 


Siva is (always) a subject, and (never) an object. Objectivity 
(meyatà) is a manifest state of being which depends on another (reality to 
become manifest). That is not the case there. (Siva) is the Lord Who is His 
own Light. (113cd-114ab) 


Objectivity is a state that (derives its) manifest nature from another 
light. And that (state of objectivity) does not belong (to Siva), because He is His 
own Light. So how can Siva (ever), like other (lower) perceivers, be an object of 
perception? This is the meaning. 

Surely (one may object) that the manifestation of all things is achieved 
by means of the light (of consciousness), which is other than they are. (If you 
agree that that is true,) what is the use of also accepting (that the perceiver 
shines) by its own light? '*’ With this doubt in mind, he says: 


coverings have been destroyed, Mantra alone can be the experiencing subjects who are 
in the process of reawakening. When these same Mantra subjects have become objects 
of awareness, then the MantreSas are the subjects within which total consciousnes: n 
the process of coming into being. These too then becoming object of awareness, the 
Mahamantresas are the subjects within which total consciousness is fully manifest. 

'9 paraprakàsatvenaiva sarvegàri prakasah siddhyati, which literally means, ‘the light 
of all things is achieved because it is the light of another’. An object is illumined and 
made manifest by the light of consciousness, which is the perceiver. It shines by the 
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svaprakàse ‘tra kasmiriscid anabhyupagate sati |l 114 Il 
aprakàsàt praküsatve hy anavasthà duruttarà | 

tataś ca suptam vi$vam syàn na caivam bhasate hi tat ll 115 Il 


By not admitting the existence of some self-luminous (principle), 
(the consequence would be that) the luminous (manifest) state (prakasatva) 
(of the things that appear would be derived from something else) that is not 
light (aprakasa). (This would require another to make it manifest, and that 
too something else and so on, resulting in) an infinite regress that is hard to 
overcome. Thus the (entire) universe would be (as if) asleep. It does not 
manifest in this way! (114cd-115) 


If one admits that the light (prakása) (of what manifests is derived from 
something else) ‘that is not light (aprakása)', the notion that there is another 
perceiver (that perceives the perceiver that is not intrinsically manifest in itself) 
would not come to an end, (for just as the first perceiver required a second to 
perceive it, so too the second would require a third and that a fourth and so on). 
Thus, one would clearly fall into an infinite regress that severs the (very) root 
(of perception), so that nothing at all would manifest. Thus, the universe would 
be as if in a coma. (The result would be that) this establishes what comes to 
amount to the reversal of the contention (prasargaviparyaya) of what is being 
contended (prasariga). (Thus he says) ‘(it does not manifest) in this way!” 

Surely (one may rejoin), if the universe does manifest (which it does), 
then in accord with the view that ‘if the initial (view) is such (as accords with 
reality), then why hold fast to an aversion (to it)? ^* let us agree that that 
(universe) itself is self-luminous. What is the need of (some other) intermediate 
(avantara) (light)? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


seria fe wa wrerenesur fara: | 


anyadhinaprakagam hi tad bhaty anyas tv asau Sivah | 


light of another. The perceiver, on the contrary, shines by its own light. It is known by 
itself and appears by itself to itself. In other words, the perceiver illumines both the 
object and himself by the light of his own innate consciousness. There is a difference 
between the state of the manifestation of consciousness which is self-luminous — 
svaprakaSatva, and the state of the manifestation of an insentient object which illumined 
by another — paraprakaSatva. The question here is that, if it is agreed that the object 
‘shines’ by the light of another, what is the use of adding that that light is self-luminous? 
18 The same line is quoted below in TĀv ad 11/28. There we are told that the author of 
the IP and others hold this view. 
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That (universe) does (in fact) shine, (that is, manifests,) possessing a 
light (which is its manifest nature) that depends on another, and that other 
is Siva. (116ab) 


The universe manifests dependent on ‘another’, that is, the perceiver. It 
certainly does not (manifest) by itself (svarah). Thus, its light is dependent on 
that. And the ‘other’ (on which it depends for its light) is Siva, the (supreme) 
perceiver. This has been soundly established previously many times. Moreover, 
it is accepted that (Siva) is self-luminous, otherwise nothing at all would 
manifest. 

As that is proved to exist right from the start (even before one begins to 
argue about its existence) (@disiddha),'” a means of knowledge that establishes 
(the nature of something) does nothing with respect to that. Thus he says: 


AA enr fenem 11228 odi 
mpra fe wt sia: a warned: | 


ity asya svaprakásatve kim anyair yuktidambaraih V 116 Il 
méandanam hi paro jivah sa evety uktam àditah | 


Thus, as (Siva) is self-luminous, of what use are other vain 
arguments? We explained at the very beginning that (Siva) alone is the 
supreme living essence (jiva) of (all) the means of knowledge. (116cd-117ab) 


Rather, the successful application (siddhi) (of any of) the means of 
knowledge depends on that (self-luminous consciousness), and so (it) precedes 
them. This was logically established in the very first chapter. As was said 
there;'^? 


"Indeed, this Light (of consciousness) shines at all times; so, as it 


cannot be denied, what is the use (of applying) contrived means of knowledge to 
it? (AII that needs be done is to recognise that the One Light exists, and that it 
illumines the manifestation of all things). The (many) means of knowledge give 
life to all things (vastu) (because it is by means of them that they appear to the 
sentient subject), while the supreme living essence (jrva) of those (means) also 
is that same Supreme Lord (Himself, Who is the true identity of the perceiver)." 


19 Siva is the universal and transcendental perceiver. If he were not to exist, there would 
be no perceivers, and nothing would manifest to anybody. Thus, His existence is proved 
‘right from the start’. Also because those who disputes His existence can only do so 
because they exist, and their existence depends on Siva, who is Being itself. See above, 
note 1,462. 

1% Read yad uktarn for tad uktarn. These verses are TA 1/54-55. 

'" I read, as does Jayaratha, sarvadaiva for sarvatraiva. However, the reading 
‘sarvatraiva’ — ‘everywhere indeed’ may be better. The ‘denial’ to which this verse 
refers is a cognitive process whereby a particular object perceived by the senses, or even 
imagined, is identified by ‘denying’ that it is anything else. Clearly, this is not possible 
in the case of the light of consciousness, that shines everywhere as everything. 
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Surely, objectivity is present within Siva, even though He is self- 
luminous; otherwise, teachings such as ‘this Self has shone forth (just) once’! 
could not be logically justified. So how is it that it was said that Siva is not an 
object of knowledge?” With this doubt in mind, he says: 


The Supreme Lord Makes Siva into an Object of Instruction 


wafer aAA fer eRT: (2*6 íi 
SLATS TA WT d 


nanv asti svaprakase ‘pi Sive vedyatvam idrsah V 117 I 
'upadesyopadestrtvavyavaharo 'nyathà katham | 


Surely, (the opponent objects), although Siva is self-luminous, He is 
objectively perceivable (vedyatva)'™ (to some degree). Otherwise, how 
(could) the common interaction (vyavahdra) like this between (Siva) the 
teacher and the taught (be possible)?'5 (117cd-118ab) 


(The interaction between Siva as the teacher and those he teaches is) 
‘like this’, in the sense that all people are a witness that it has been a (standard) 
convention (nirüdha) for a very long time. 

Having accepted that, (he goes on) to qualify (in specific terms what is 
meant by that). 


Web FT wur qe WA TA 1 eee di 
at aR safer | 


satyam sa tu tathà srstah paramesena vedyatam || 118 || 


nito mantramahesadikaksyam samadhisayyate | 


(We say that) this is quite true. However, (the Siva who is the object 
of instruction) is created in this way by the Supreme Lord. He is led (down) 
to an objectively perceivable state and is brought to rest on the planes of 
the Mantra (perceivers) and the Great Lords of Mantra etc. (118cd-119ab) 


162 The sense of this statement is that the Self shines in the perpetual present, and so, in 
temporal terms, all the time. See note above in TAv ad 1/57. 

'® Read, as the editor suggests, upadesyo- for upadeso-. ) 

!* şive vedyatvam literally means that there is some degree of ‘objectivity within Siva’. 
165 Concerning the distinction between the teacher and the taught — the one who replies 
and the one who questions — and how they are ultimately two aspects of the one 
consciousness, see above 1/257cd-258ab (256). 
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(We agree that) this is so, however in accord with the view that ‘He 
binds Himself by Himself", "^ the Supreme Lord, by virtue of His own freedom, 
has led Siva (down) to an objectively perceivable state, because he has been 
created as the object of instruction in that way. (Thus, as he is such,) he assumes 
the condition of one who rests on the level of the Great Lords of Mantra and the 
other (perceivers, progressively downwards). This is the meaning. 

Surely (one may object that), in this way, Siva's essential nature 
(svarüpa) itself would not be known (pratyavamrsta). Thus, even if meditation 
(bhāvanā) and the like is done there (on that), it would be useless. With this 
doubt in mind, he says: 


TINTS AA ma: 929 0 
quer erp qe renter: |d 


tathübhütas ca vedyo ‘sau nànavacchinnasarnvidah ll 119 || 
pürnasya vedyatà yuktà parasparavirodhatah | 


(Although Siva is) an object of knowledge (in this way), He remains 
just as He is (tathabhüta). How can that which is full and unlimited 
consciousness logically be an object of knowledge? — for they are mutually 
contrary to one another. (119cd-120ab) 


Although Siva is an ‘object of knowledge', because he rests on the 
level of the Great Lords of Mantra and the other (perceivers), ‘He remains just 
as He is’; that is, Siva Himself, who is full and unlimited consciousness. This is 
the meaning. Objectivity is not logically possible within this (the highest 
perceiver), who is such. (This is) because (the) sentience (of consciousness) and 
the insentience (of objectivity present) in one place are contrary (to one 
another). , 

Surely (one may ask), if Siva himself is in this way an object of 
knowledge, then how is it that contemplating Siva (Sivabhavand) in grass or 
leaves and the like, not different as they are from that same (objective) state, 
does not bear fruit? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Siva is Not Objective and is Undivided 


Wer demenasfü aA a RAAT 11220 0i 
wf a: Sherif aad tet FST | 


tathà vedyasvabhàve ‘pi vastuto na sivàtmatàm II 120 Il 
ko ‘pi bhavah projjhatiti satyam tadbhavand phalet | 


'* See below, 13/104, where Abhinava appears to comment on this statement. We are 
reminded of BhGi 6/5: ‘Let a man raise himself by his own self; let him not debase 
himself. For he is himself his friend, himself his foe.” 
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Thus, in fact nothing whatsoever, even if it is objective in this way, 
ceases to be Siva. It is because of this that meditation (bhāvanā) on that 
(particular aspect of reality) bestows its (own) fruit.'” (120cd-121ab) 


*(Nothing) whatsoever’, be it grass, a leaf, a stone or the like (ceases to 
be Siva). This is the meaning. As the revered teacher'** has said, with this same 
intended (sense): 

*O Pervasive Lord, come forth from the grass, leaf, stone, wood, wall, 
earth (sthala) and water! Go and save me! Where indeed is Your abiding 
presence absent (sthiti)?" 


Nor is that mentioned in the scriptures as (a doctrine that is) not 
unproved; rather (on the contrary, it is taught) because it is logically sound.'” 
Thus he says: 


sinere anm fora: rema fend 11222 0 


$ripürvasastre tenoktam Sivah saksan na bhidyate | 121 Il 


Thus, it is said in the Sriparvasastra (i.e. the Malinivijayottara) that 
‘Siva, (Himself) is not directly (saksat) divided’.!”° (121cd) 


Surely (one may ask:) (by stating) here that Siva is not divided, he is 
saying that duality is (totally) denied (bhedanisedha), not that (Siva) Himself is 
divided (and subject to duality) by attaining another (lower) plane (of 
existence). With this doubt in mind, he says: 


MAS: Weg: EFT: | 


sáksat padenayam arthah samastah prasphutikrtah | 


The entire matter (artha) (expounded above) is clearly expressed by 
(the use of) the word ‘directly’. (122ab) 


The fifteen-fold (state) and the rest (of the series) has been taught by 
refuting in this way that the number (of aspects) is less. Now, dealing first with 
that same doubt in the way it may possibly arise, he says (the following), in 
order to (further) strengthen (this view) by refuting that there is a greater 
number (of aspects than we have stated that there are). 


16? The reality that surrounds us should thus be contemplated as Siva. 

1 Jayaratha refers to an ácárya in the plural as a sign of respect. This verse is not found 
in Utpaladeva's Sivastotravali or Narayanabhatta’s Stavacvintàmani. It is probably not 
drawn from one of Abhinava's hymns, as we would expect Jayaratha to refer to him as 
more than just ‘our revered teacher’. Perhaps this is from a work by Kalyana or another 
of Jayaratha's teachers. 

'? Omit ata eva. 

1 MV 2/7b (literal quotation). 
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Tere: frag wad 11222 0 
fica mera aa fafo | 


nanv ekariipatayuktah Sivas tadvasato bhavet || 122 Il 
tribhedatà mantramahdanathe katra vivàdità | 


Surely, Siva is one. (Let us admit that) by His (own) will He is 
divided into three aspects, when (the object is) the Great Lord of Mantra.!”! 
What disagreement could there be here (about this)? (122cd-123ab) 


Where else (could) there be (any) dispute (about this)? With this doubt 
in mind, he says: 


Deep Sleep and Awaking 


Divisions of the Other Subjects from Thirteen Onwards 


RRMA Ta Hates: 11223 0 
amade fer aoa | 


mahesvaresamantranam tatha kevalinor dvayoh V 123 ll 
anantabhedataikaikam sthità sakalavat kila | 


Just as the divisions of the Fully Conditioned (sakala) (perceivers) 
are endless, so too are those of each one (of the types of perceivers, namely) 
the Great Lords of Mantra, the Lords of Mantra, the Mantras, the 


Consciousness Deconditioned (vijiianakala), and Dissolution Deconditioned 
(pralayakala) (perceivers). (123cd-124ab) 


“Just (as the divisions of) the Fully Conditioned (sakala) (perceivers 
are endless)’, all (of them) differ (from one another), beginning with (their) 
body and the rest (of the psychophysical organism they inhabit), due to which 
there is a difference in (their) family lineage (santana). Thus he says: 

Tat wares H4 wae SIFE: 11.22% di 
amader wafers AeA d 

fF OATASAM FAH AAT | 22* od 
"IIT Tee LAAT qp AAA | 

Ud Fade AAMAS 11-226 di 


7" Read tribhedata mantramahanathe for trivedatamantramahanathe. The three aspects 
are the ‘own nature’ or the object of knowledge consisting of the aforementioned Great 
Lords of Mantra, and the subject, that is, Siva in His two aspects as power and the 
possessor of power. 


374 CHAPTER TEN 


FIA TT EY: TA VN q d FA 


tato layakale meye pramatasti layakalah W 124 ll 

atas trayodaSatvam sydd ittham naikadasatmatd | 
vijianakalavedyatve ‘py anyo jnanakalo bhavet | 125 Il 
mata tad ekádasatà syān naiva tu navatmata | 

evam mantratadisanam mantresantarasambhave || 126 I| 


vedyatvàn nava sapta syuh sapta pañca tu te katham | 


Thus, (we maintain) that when the Dissolution Deconditioned 
(pralayakala) (perceivers) are objects of knowledge, their subject is 
(another) Dissolution Deconditioned (pralayákala) (perceiver). Thus, in this 
way, there are thirteen divisions, and not eleven. Again, when the 
knowledge, the perceiver is another Consciousness Deconditioned 
(vijňānākala) (perceiver), and so the divisions are eleven, not nine. 
Similarly, when the objects of knowledge of another Mantra or Lord of 
Mantra (mantresa) are Mantras and the Lords of Mantras, the divisions 
should be nine and seven (respectively), how could they be seven and five? 
(124cd-127ab) 


This is so because there are endless numbers of Dissolution 
Deconditioned and other (perceivers). The word ‘mantresa’ (denotes) the Lords 
of Mantra. Thus, the Mantra (perceivers) arise, and (so do) their Lords (as 
distinct types of perceivers). There (in that case), when a Fully Conditioned 
(perceiver) is the object of another Fully Conditioned (perceiver), the main 
group of seven perceivers along with their powers exists, and so the fifteen-fold 
(condition obtains). Again, when the Fully Conditioned (perceiver assumes) the 
condition of the ‘Innate Nature’, then the group of six perceivers, (namely) the 
Dissolution Deconditioned and others along with their powers (alone) exist, and 
so the thirteen-fold (condition obtains). (Up to this level,) there is no dispute (as 
to the number of divisions). When a Dissolution Deconditioned (perceiver) is 
the object of another Dissolution Deconditioned (perceiver), because of the state 
of (deep sleep these) perceivers (are in), the (same) thirteen-fold condition 
obtains. (Similarly) when a Consciousness Deconditioned (vijfiánakala) 
(perceiver) is the object of another Consciousness Deconditioned (vijrianakala) 
perceiver), for the same reason there (in that case), each perceiver has two extra 
divisions.'” So how is it said that: 


17? See above, 10/3-5. The question raises concerns about how perceivers perceive one 
another. The nature and number of gradations has been discussed in terms of the 
realities the perceivers perceive. Somadeva (2004) (p. 201-2) summarizes the problem 
raised here as follows: *If they perceive one another, should this not alter the number of 
apperceptive levels? When a Pralayakala perceives a Sakala, then admittedly there are 
thirteen levels. (The Sakala who has become the svarüpa, and the (1) Pralayakala, 
(2) Vijñānākala, (3) Mantra, (4) Mantra, (5) Mantresvara, (6) Siva and their energies). 
But if one Pralayakala perceives another Pralayakala, surely the number of levels ought 
to remain the same. Therefore, the Pralayakala stage should be thirteen-fold as well, and 
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‘The (savedya) Dissolution Deconditioned (Pralayakala)'” (subjects are 
each) elevenfold. (5) One should know that Maya (that is, the level of the 
apavedya Dissolution Deconditioned subjects.) is also like that. The 
Consciousness Deconditioned (subjects) (Jianakevala) are ninefold, the Mantra 
(subjects) are analogously sevenfold, the Lords of Mantra (Mantresa) are 
fivefold." 


Having acknowledged that (teaching), he responds: 


Sas TT mom F FERS: 113G d 
IM Wes AÀ 4 AN aro | 


ucyate satyam asty esà kalanā kintu susphutah |l 127 Il 
yathatra sakale bhedo na tathā tv akalādike | 


(In reply,) we would say that this calculation is (in some respects) 
correct. However, there is no very clear division in the Dissolution 
Deconditioned (akala) (perceivers), as there is here in the Fully Conditioned 
ones. (127cd-128ab) 


Surely (one may ask), what is this ‘very clear division’ (found) in the 
case of the Fully Conditioned (perceiver), which is not so in the case of the 
Dissolution Deconditioned (perceivers) and the rest? With this doubt in mind, 
he says: 


amaga AA ISAT: E 1222 di 
ager aeons fe a 


anantavantaredrksayonibhedavatah sphutam | 128 ll 
caturdasavidhasyasya sakalasyásti bhedità | 


not eleven-fold, as is taught in the M@linivijayottara. The same augmentation by two 
levels should also apply to the subsequent stages. Abhinavagupta answers this objection 
by questioning the perceptibility of the mutual differentiation among the higher 
experients. This mutual differentiation is clearly perceptible among Sakalas, e.g. one 
Sakala can perceive another Sakala and be aware of the distinction between them. But 
among Pralayákalas, this is not so. For them this differentiation is latent 
(sarhskāramātrāt), and it serves merely to distinguish them from the Sakalas. Jayaratha 
elaborates that the Apavedya-Pralayakala [who is in deep sleep without an object] has 
no self-awareness at all, and the experience of the Savedya-Pralayakala [who is in deep 
sleep with some objective content] is comparable to ‘I have slept well’; neither is aware 
of external objects or experients. This kind of differentiation is completely absent for 
Vijñānākalas and the higher experients; they are distinguished into individuals by Siva's 
autonomous will alone." 

173 Although the reading here and in TÀv ad 10/3-5 is pralayakalah, read with the KSTS 
edition of the MV the plural pralayakalah. Vasudeva prefers to retain the singular, 
although all the other perceivers listed are plural. 

1™ MV 2/5d-6. Also quoted above in TÀv ad 10/3-5. 
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The Conditioned (perceivers) are clearly divided into fourteen 
kinds, according to the species (yoni) of this kind to which they belong, each 
of which has countless subdivisions. (128cd-129ab) 


(The species are of) ‘this kind’; that is, they are implicitly understood 
to exist (upalaksyamdna) by direct perception. (The Conditioned perceivers) are 
‘divided’ (into various kinds), such as gods, human beings, and so on. This is 
the meaning. 

Surely, it is said everywhere (in the scriptures) that the Dissolution 
Deconditioned (perceivers), whose latent traces have awakened, become 
(accordingly) particular Fully Conditioned (perceivers). Just as there is no 
difference (between) those (Dissolution Deconditioned perceivers), how is it 
that there (is a difference between) Fully Conditioned (perceivers)? With this 
doubt in mind, he says: 


CUERO q FATA Fret 11222 00 
arrest fasmmr ues qs | 


layàkale tu sahskāramātrāt saty apy asau bhidà || 129 Il 
akalena visesáya sakalasyaiva yujyate | 


In the case of the Dissolution Deconditioned (layakala) (perceiver), 
this division exists only as a latent impression, and so does not serve to 
distinguish them from one another, as it does the Fully Conditioned 
(perceiver). (129cd-130ab) 


Although this division exists, it is only as latent impressions, in which 
case there is no association with (defining) particulars. The cause of the Fully 
Conditioned (perceiver"s) state is (activated) by (a process of) of specification 
(visesana). However, as the Dissolution Deconditioned (perceiver) is in a state 
(of deep sleep, which is) devoid of (any) object of perception (apavedya), (he 
experiences that) "I am not conscious of anything". Even when he is in a state 
(of deep sleep), with an object of perception (such that he recalls it, thinking) “I 
slept well”, where there is not even (a faint) awareness of outer reality, what 
question could there be there (in that case) of being aware of another perceiver, 
due to which (the division here) could be thirteen-fold? 

Again, there is no difference between Consciousness Deconditioned 
perceivers, even in the form of just latent traces. Thus he says: 


Baneao maa d fier 11230 d 
fracas g Seni fers | 


vijiánakevaladinàm tàvaty api na vai bhidà V 130 Il 
Sivasvacchandyamatram tu bhedayaisam vijrmbhate | 
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In the case of the Consciousness Deconditioned (perceivers), even 
this degree of division is absent. The unfolding of Siva’s freedom alone 
serves to differentiate them from one another. (130cd-131ab) 


Although they (all) possess one nature, which is pure consciousness 
etc., the nature of the mutual distinction between them is solely the unfolding of 
the Supreme Lord's freedom (to manifest as He chooses). Thus it is said that 
‘the unfolding of Siva’s freedom alone serves to differentiate them from one 
another’. As is said (in the /§varapratyabhijfa): 


‘Although the Consciousness Deconditioned (perceivers) possess the 
same (common) characteristics, such as (their nature as pure) consciousness, 
(and so are in nguishable), the mutual difference (that exists) between 
them? in this way is due to the difference in the Lord's will (that creates them 
separately). ^ 


Thus, if there is no difference between Consciousness Deconditioned 
(perceivers), because in their case their one (common) nature 
consciousness etc., (well then,) what is the condition of the Mantra (perceivers), 
Lords of Mantra, and Great Lords of Mantra who, possessing complete 
knowledge and (the power to) act, are above them? (Abhinava) has not 
i s (directly) in his own words. Thus, the difference between the 
ned (perceiver), the Dissolution Deconditioned one, and other 
(perceivers) is such, namely, that here (in this case) the Dissolution 
Deconditioned and the other (perceivers) are not the objects of perception of 
other Dissolution Deconditioned (perceivers) etc. Thus, the Lord has not taught 
that the numbers (of their aspects at succeeding levels) is any more (than it 
should be). 

He says that. 


zem uuysfaw ARE 0932 0 
varod em mern fau. 


ity asayena sampasyan visesam sakalàd iha || 131 Il 


"5 Read with the printed edition tesam for yesam. 

" TP. 3/2/7. These Consciousness Deconditioned subjects are similar to the Purusas 
(individual souls) characterized by the Sámkhya. According to that view, there are an 
infinite number of individual souls who are all identical, as each one of them is a non- 
finite point of consciousness. Moreover, they are detached from Nature and hence 
devoid of any objective characteristics that could differentiate them from one another. A 
common criticism levelled against this notion is that individual souls that have no form, 
location in space or time, are indistinguishable. How then can they be said to be many? 
Consciousness Deconditioned (perceivers), detached as they are from Maya, are very 
similar to the Purusas of the Sarnkhya. In this case, however, they are different from one 
another because they are each created separately by the Supreme Lord, Whose existence 
the Sárnkhya does not admit. Here, each one is the result of the Lord's specific choice, 
His will. 
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layakaladau novāca trayodasyadikam vibhuh | 


Observing that they differ from Conditioned (perceivers), it is with 
this intention that the Omnipresent Lord has not said that the Dissolution 
Deconditioned (perceivers) etc. have thirteen etc. aspects. (131cd-132ab) 


(The group of) fifteen and the rest (of the diminishing series of aspects), 
which has as its root (cause) the perceptibility which is a property of 
phenomenal entities (bhàvadharma), has been established as being (just) so 
much (with respect to the levels of the objectivity of the corresponding 
perceivers). 

Now in order to refute that (view, the opponent) questions whether the 
perceptibility which is the root of that (view) does not exist in relation to the 
Dissolution Deconditioned and Consciousness Deconditioned (perceivers). 


Temp sea oue: fx] umet 11232 | 
Wan i d fefenaedem aa wem | 


nanv astu vedyata bhavadharmah kintu layakalau | 132 || 
manvate neha vai kificit tadapeksà tv asau katham | 


Surely (an opponent may object that), even if perceptibility is 
conceded to be a property of an entity, the Dissolution Deconditioned and 
Consciousness Deconditioned (perceivers) are not conscious of anything, so 
how can that (perceptibility exist) in relation to them? (132cd-133ab) 


The Dissolution Deconditioned and Consciousness Deconditioned 
(perceivers) are similar to yogis, who are immersed in contemplative absorption 
(samadhi) devoid (of content, like) hibernating snakes, and so know nothing at 
all. Thus, it is surprising, (but a fact nonetheless, that) those (two types of 
perceivers) have no conscious subjectivity (veditrtva), and so how could 
perceptibility be (considered to be) a property of phenomena in relation to them 
also? 

He responds (to that objection). 


The Awakening of the Dissolution and Consciousness 
Deconditioned Perceivers 


gaat daaa 11233 ! 
esf fafreda aA g FT aT | 
MGR Wael PIRA 11 23X | 
fears vais waar war od 


Srityatam samvidaikatmyatattve ‘smin sarivyavasthite |l 133 ll 
jade ‘pi citir asty eva bhotsyamane tu ka kathà | 
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svabodhavasare tàvad bhetsyate layakevali ll 134 ll 
dvividhas ca prabodho ‘sya mantratvaya bhavaya ca | 


Listen carefully! In this (our view), that maintains that reality is the 

oneness of consciousness, consciousness (citi) is present in that which is 
established within this (oneness), even if insentient; so what to say of beings 
who, (asleep), will awake! When the time comes for his own awakening, a 
Dissolution Deconditioned (perceiver) will be divided"" into two (types), as 
is (his) awakening, according to whether (it serves to make him) into a 
Mantra (perceiver) or (gives rise to) the life of transmigratory existence 
(bhava) (for him as a Conditioned perceiver). (133cd-135ab) 
According to our philosophy,'” that (maintains) that ultimate reality is 
the nonduality of consciousness, consciousness is present wherever there is (an 
object), such as (the external colour) blue and the (inner experience of) pleasure, 
even if insentient. So what to say within the perceiver such as the Dissolution 
and Consciousness Deconditioned ones, who are about to awake? Dissolution 
and Consciousness Deconditioned  (perceivers) possess the (sentient) 
subjectivity (veditrtva), due to which perceptibility is also a property of an 
entity. 

Surely, if that is so, when (do they) awake, and who does so? With this 
doubt in mind, he says: 


on: feo um eee v 11236 I 


vanam 3 q oea: | 
CUIRBOTGAWERNIGNETSD WaT F123 di 


bhavandadibalad anyavaisnavadinayoditat | 135 Il 
yathásvam üdharauttaryav t sariskrtas tathà | 

linah prabuddho mantratvam tadisatvam athaiti và | 136 ll 
svatantryavarjità ye tu balan mohavasikrtüh | 

layakalat svasamskarat prabuddhyante bhavaya te \\ 137 Il 


Those who have been purified by the power of meditation 
(bhavana) and the like taught in the Vaisnava and other schools dissolve 
(into their respective levels of consciousness). According to whether their 
own (condition) is of a higher or lower order, they attain either the state of 
a Mantra (perceiver) or that of a Lord of Mantra when they awake. 
However, those Dissolution Deconditioned (perceivers) who are devoid of 
freedom and have been forcefully brought under the sway of delusion wake 


17 Read with MS T bhetsyate for bhotsyate. 
1 Read with MS Kh asmad for asmin. 
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up to a life of transmigratory existence due to the latent traces of their (past 
Karma).'” (135cd-137) 


The meaning is, (the perceivers who have risen to the level of Maya and 
have fallen asleep there awake at different levels of subjectivity,) ‘according to 
whether they are of a higher or lower order’. ‘Those who have been 
(purified by the power of the meditation and the rest) taught in the Vaisnava 
and other schools’ (attain to varying degrees of subjectivity), according to 
whether (their) own (condition is of a) higher or lower order. This has been 
taught extensively before, and so enough of (this unnecessary) effort (to explain 
this again). That was said before: 


"Again, those who have started to practice meditation (bhavana) in 
order to destroy the latent impressions of their Karma, (but are themselves) 
dissolved away in the great destruction (at the end of a cosmic cycle) before 
their meditative practice has reached perfection, assume the diverse states of the 
Mantra subjects brought about by their diverse Karma, according to the degree 
in which the inner (impression) of their meditative practice (bhàvand) has 
reached maturity." ^ 


"Those who are devoid of freedom' are those who are devoid of 
power, because they attend to observances (anusthdna) such as meditation 
(bhāvanā) taught in other (lower) schools, as are those of the Vaisnavas and the 
like. This is the meaning. Thus it aid that they ‘have been forcefully 
brought under the sway of delusion’. 

Not only the Dissolution Deconditioned (perceivers) wake up in two 
ways — the Consciousness Deconditioned (perceivers) do so also. Thus he says: 


MATHS AAMT ETE | 
aRar a Sg ag Wusdsfü aT 1 23e 1 


Jfiánákalo ‘pi mantresamahesatvaya budhyate | 
mantraditvaya và jatu jatu samsrtaye ‘pi và ll 138 Il 


may awaken to become a Great Lord of Mantra, a Lord of Mantra, Mantra 
and the rest, or he may sometimes (wake up to return) to transmigratory 
existence. (138) 


By the words ‘and the rest’ (is) not meant that (the Consciousness 
Deconditioned perceiver may wake up) to become Siva (directly). Thus, he 
specifies that (he may wake up) to become a Lord (or) Great Lord of Mantra. 
The ‘Lords’ are the Lords of Mantra (perceivers). 


1? See above, 1/31-32 and 9/138-141. 
'* Above, 9/140-141. 
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"Although (the Vijfianakevalin) is devoid of Karma, he does not move 
(sarati) upwards (to higher levels), because ignorance, the root impurity (i.e. 
Gnavamala), persists, nor downwards (to the lower ones), because (Karma, 
which is) the cause of the variety (of worldly experience), is lacking. Thus, due 
to his (conditioned) limited nature (pürimitya), he is isolated'*' (in 
consciousness), without coming in touch with Siva’s unity. (Thus,) the ‘one 
who is isolated in consciousness alone’ (vijfanakevalin) is said to be well- 
established in pure consciousness alone (but is devoid of freedom).’!** 


Thus, according to this previously stated teaching (yukti), one should 
say that the awakening (of these perceivers) is to become Mantras, Lords of 
Mantras and Great Lords of Mantras. So how is said it that, on the contrary, 
they may also awaken (to return) to transmigratory existence? With this doubt 
in mind, he says: 


` ` 
am fe aanas e | 
avatāro hi vijfiániyogibhave ‘sya bhidyate | 


(This) descent (avatara) (into the world) is divided (into two kinds. 


He may be born) either as a yogi, or as a man of knowledge (vijñānin). 
(139ab) 


According to our philosophy, the Consciousness Deconditioned 
(perceiver) descends (into this world either as) a man of knowledge or as a 
Yogi, and (his) transmigratory existence is not like that of other (souls). Thus it 
is said that: ‘his descent (avatara) (into this world) is divided (into two 
kinds)’. 

He (now) corroborates what has thus been soundly explained 
concerning his awakening (by referring to scripture). 


Sp aaa a AJET: 11232 |i 
amao stares d 


uktam ca bodhayamasa sa sisrksur jagatprabhuh | 139 || 
vijrianakevalàn astàv iti $riparvasasane | 

Thus, it is said in the Sripürvasasana (i.e. Malinivijayottara) that: 
‘Desiring to emit the universe, the Lord awakened the eight (souls who are) 
Isolated in Consciousness." (139cd-140ab) 


That is said there: 


'S' Gnoli suggests the emendation kevalah for kevalarn. If we retain the reading in the 
printed edition, the meaning would be ‘only because of (his) conditioned nature’. 

'* Above, 9/90cd-92ab. 

19 Paraphrase of MV 1/18cd-19ab. 
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‘At the beginning of the creation of the universe, desiring to emit (it), he 
awakened by his own will the eight souls who are Isolated in Consciousness 
Alone (vijanakevalin).' ^ 

Surely, there is at least no disagreement that the two unawakened (types 
of) Dissolution Deconditioned (perceivers) are devoid of conscious subjectivity 
(veditrtva). Awake, the two attain the nature of Conditioned or Mantra 
(perceivers) etc. (Their) perceptibility in relation to that, as a property of (their 
phenomenal) state, is possible then, not in relation to the Dissolution 
Deconditioned (perceivers themselves), for in this way also, the sequence of the 
fifteenfold etc. (states) would be compromised. With this doubt in mind (he 
again clarifies the nature of perceptibility): 


Perceptibility of Objectivity is a Potential that Actualizes 
Upon Waking for Those Fit to Perceive 


a: THR UAT 11 exo od 
Teasers GET d 


atah prabhotsyamanatve yanayor bodhayogyatà W 140 Il 
tadbalàd vedyatayogyabhavenaivatra vedyatd | 


(What is meant) here by perceptibility is a condition that is 
favourable to perception. Thus, the power (bala) of the competence these 
two (perceivers) possess to be awake (and conscious) (bodhayogyata), which 
is (implicit) in their future awakening, makes it possible for (the Earth and 
the other principles) to be perceptible to them. (140cd-141ab) 


Thus, in accord with the aforestated reason, the conscious subjectivity 
(veditrtva) of 'these two', that is, the Dissolution and Consciousness 
Deconditioned (perceivers), must necessarily manifest ‘in their future 
awakening’; that is, in the state of intent to awaken, prior (to that awakening). 
The competence (they possess) to awaken and, in relation to that, also the 
perceptibility (in a potential state, as) a competence for it, arises with respect to 
the Earth and other (principles). Thus, what occasion is there here for (these 
teachings to be) undermined?" 

(Now) he illustrates that (point). 


1 MV 1/18cd-19ab. Also quoted above, in TAv ad 9/92cd-93ab. 

"5 Although these two perceivers are asleep, they are capable of awakening. This 
potential state or ‘competence’ (yogyata) extends to the potential consciousness of 
entities that are separate from them, that are also fit to be perceived. Here Abhinava 
points out that perceptibility is a property of an entity that abides in a potential form in it 
when the perceiver sleeps, just as the capacity to perceive it abides as a potential in his 
own consciousness. Although he is asleep, he remains capable of perception, and his 
object is similarly capable of being perceived. Waking, in other words, is an 
actualization of these potentials. Thus, the two type of perceivers can be characterized 
as such, even though they are in deep sleep, on this basis. 
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wenfe meN fiüsqmTEfESUMTH 2v» od 
at zem ag ay areata | 


tathahi güdhanidre ‘pi priye ‘naSankitagatam M 141 || 
mam draksyatiti nangesu svesu maty abhisarika | 


The same is the case with the lover who comes to meet her beloved 
in secret (abhisarika). Even though (her) beloved is in deep sleep, she 
thinks: “(When he awakens,) he will see me (and know that) I have come 
with confidence (in our love)", and cannot contain herself (for joy). (141cd- 
142ab) 


Having considered that the beloved is unconscious (müdha) because (he 
is) in deep sleep, and so (she will be) perceptible (to him only) in the future, '^* 
(even so) in this way ‘the lover who comes to meet’ (him) is extremely joyful. 
Thus, it is (for this reason that) it is said that, even though he is sleeping, (he 
does possess) a subjective consciousness (vidittva), as the capability (vogyatà) 
(he has for it), that is linked to the relationship with the awakened consciousness 
of phenomenal existence (bhavabodha) (he will have when he wakes up). 

He (now) links this (example) to the main point. 


vs Ras mp WATTS 1 2x2 odi 
arenifa xpemfe cert arada ar od 

erp qur WaT ssp Tact A aT evs d 
ware fat fe am: aa famen | 


evar Sivo ‘pi manute etasyaitat pravedyatàm || 142 ll 
yasyatiti srjamiti tadanim yogyataiva sa | 

vedyatà tasya bhavasya bhoktrtà tavati ca sā || 143 Il 
layakalasya citro hi bhogah kena vikalpyate | 


Siva also thinks the same way: “That will become perceptible to 
him, and so I am emitting (the world again)." The world (bhava) is not 
perceptible to that Dissolution Deconditioned (perceiver) (pralaydkala) at 
that time (when he is immersed in sleep), but (it is potentially) fit (yogyata) 
to be so. Such also is his condition as an experiencing subject (bhoktrta). 
Indeed, worldly experience (bhoga) is so diverse that who can conceive (of 
its variety)? (142cd-144ab) 


"^ priyasya güdhanidrümüdhatvàd bhavinim api svatmani tadvedyatarn sambhavya 
translated more literally, means: *having considered the perceptibility within herself (to 
her lover) that will be there in the future, because the beloved is (at present) unconscious 
(müdha) in deep sleep . . ." 
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When the Dissolution Deconditioned (perceiver) etc. wake up, the 
world (bhavajata) ‘will become’ fully ‘perceptible’, not (as it is) now, as just 
fit (to be so). Thus, for this reason, Lord Siva also reflects that “I fashion this 
couple, that are in conformity with one another, as subject and object.” The 
meaning is that ‘at that time’, in the state of the Dissolution Deconditioned 
(perceiver) etc., perceptibility is a property of an entity (bhavadharma) as a 
capacity (yogyatā) (for it to be so). Surely (one may ask), agreed that the 
perceptibility of the world (bhava), whether secondarily ascribed or primary, 
exists as just a capacity (for it). (But) how can that be a conscious subjectivity 
(veditrta) in this way? That is (his) condition as an experiencing subject 
(bhoktrta) (of the consequences of Karma), and (so too,) worldly experience 
(bhoga), which is the experience of pleasure and pain etc. (that are the 
consequences of Karma). Thus, when that is absent, how could a state of 
conscious subjectivity and perceptibility, which depends on that, abide in 
Dissolution Deconditioned and other (such perceivers)? With this doubt in 
mind, he says: ‘(Such also is his) condition as an experiencing subject’ etc. 
‘Such’ means in the form of just the competence (to be perceptible), which is 
different in character from the state in which the experience of pleasure and pain 
etc. proliferates. 

Surely (one may ask), what is this new definition (of subjectivity), 
namely that (this perceiver's) condition as an experiencing subject is linked to 
the relationship with future phenomenal experience (he will have when he 
wakes up)? It is not right to say that a child has literally become (a venerable) 
elder because of his (possible) future condition as an elder.'*’ So, with this doubt 
in mind, he says that ‘indeed, worldly experience (bhoga) is so diverse . . .'. 
The worldly experience of experiencing subjects is of many kinds, due to the 
variety of location, time, state, the specific characteristics (of each thing), and 
more. 

Just as worldly experience (bhoga) is the clearly evident experience of 
pleasure and pain etc., it is not such (in the case of these perceivers), and so, 
although (the perceptibility of) future (experience) is even more unclear (than 
the things in the present when they sleep), in the same way,'™ the commerce of 
worldly experience (bhogavyavahdra) is due just to the competence (for it. This 
must be so,) because worldly experience arises variously this way and that, as is 
appropriate for each particular experiencing subject.'” 

He illustrates (and explains) that. 


aan aan fe afafa: a fe ar: PASE: 1 exe | 
yirs ar reme 7 Asafa | 


187 Read bhavisthavirabhavena for bhavanasthavirabhavena. 

'** Instead of bhoga iti na niyantumucitamasphute ‘pi tathabhavat | evarn read bhogas 
tathà evar. 

1 When the Deconditioned perceivers wake up back into daily worldly life the 
experience they have is, naturally, different for each one. This can only be the result of 
differences in the perceivers themselves and their past Karma etc. If their condition 
when they are asleep were to be totally uniform for all of them, they would all wake up 
to the same experience of things that are perceptible to them. 
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yathà yathà hi sarnvittih sa hi bhogah sphuto ‘sphutah V 144 ll 
smrtiyogyo ‘py anyathà và bhogyabhavam na tüjjhati | 


Worldly experience (bhoga) is clearly evident or not, according to 
the type (and degree) of consciousness. Whether it can be recollected or 
otherwise, it does not give up its condition as an object of experience 
(bhogyabhava). (144cd-145ab) 


‘According to the type ((and degree) of consciousness)’, (worldly 
experience (bhoga) manifests to the perceiver) either as clearly evident, 
unclearly or ‘otherwise’. The meaning of ‘otherwise’ is that (something) is not 
fit to be recollected because it is not clearly evident, as for example is grass or 
gravel one has seen (but) not consciously noticed (vimrsta), when travelling 
along a road. 

He gives an example here with regard to this very matter. 


miaa afoga ATE: uv odi 
da wad AA gA Ai WW od 


gādhanidrāvimūdho ‘pi kāntāliħgitavigrahah W 145 Il 
bhoktaiva bhanyate so ‘pi manute bhoktrtam pura | 


He who is embraced by his beloved is said to be one who enjoys 
(her), although he is unconscious and in deep sleep. Indeed, (when he 
awakes) he also thinks (himself) to have been such before (when he slept). 
(145cd-146ab) 


‘He is said’ by people (to be enjoying his lover's embrace), and ‘he 
also' when well awake, (thinks himself to have been such) *before', when in a 
state of deep unconsciousness. 

The relationship between the enjoyer and the enjoyed is not due to just a 
(potential) competence (for that) only in the state of unconsciousness, it is so in 
the state of consciousness also. Thus he says: 


The Subjective Response to an Object Varies 


scams AAT TU 1 ve og 
aera geda werent WUeN | 


utpreksamatralino ‘pi kāñcit kulavadhüri purah || 146 || 
saribhoksyamanàr drstvaiva rabhasad yati sarnamadam | 


'® Read asphutatvan- for sphutatvan-. 
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A man who sees a beautiful woman standing before him, even 
though he is absorbed in just imagining’ that he will enjoy her in the 
future, becomes suddenly full of passion. (146cd-147ab) 


The intention that has the beautiful woman as its object is (his) 
‘imagining’. ‘He will enjoy her’. If fate decrees, he will have sexual 
intercourse with her. This is the meaning. Thus ‘suddenly’, immediately after 
seeing (her), due to (his) agitated desire, he is ‘full of passion’, as if he had 
acquired a (great) acquisition. He becomes as blissful as (he would be having) 
sexual intercourse (with her), due to which his condition is that of the enjoyer 
(of that, even though it only takes place in his imagination). 

Surely (one may ask), even if that beautiful woman is being enjoyed (in 
this way) by just being fit (for that), is she an object of enjoyment just for some 
one (particular person), or is she is so for all, because there is no difference in 
that (competence with regards to anybody). With this doubt in mind, he says: 


aaa EST UD Fel SATAY eve |di 
SIT FT Aft PATE | 


tam eva drstvà ca tadà samānāśayabhāg api V 147 Il 
anyas tathà na samvitte kam atropalabhamahe | 


(If) another (man), once having seen that same (woman) is not 
gripped then by the same sentiments, even though he has the same 
disposition (asaya), whom do we blame? (147cd-148ab) 


"Then' means at the time when there is passion on the side of either one 
(but not the other). ‘Even though he has the same disposition’, that is, he has 
a similar latent tendency (vásana) to attachment (raga) and the like. 

Surely this view is liable to the criticism of a follower of the doctrine 
that an effect has no (fixed) cause, for (in the example you suggest), though the 
cause is one and the same, the effect occurs in some circumstances, while in 
others it does not. With this doubt in mind, he explains (the matter with 
reasoned argument) by means of an example: 


vp wee sf 1 e¥e II 
mida waa frdrftafrafefi | 


loke riidham idam drstir asmin karanam antarā || 148 Il 
prasidativa magneva nirvativetivadini | 


It is a well-established fact of common daily life that, independent 
of other causes, the vision of some people is as if favourable, that of others 
as if submerged, and for others still, it is as if extinguished.’ (148cd-149ab) 


?! Read utpreksámátralino ‘pi for utpreksamátrahino ‘pi. 
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‘It is a well-established fact of common daily life that the vision’ (of 
people varies). Even if there is no difference in the cause, the effect may (arise) 
anywhere (in innumerable circumstances). Thus, it is ‘independent of other 
causes’, because there is no well-known cause (at times that explains certain 
results). Thus, although there is no difference in the perceived aggregate of 
causes, due to (some) unperceived (cause beyond the reach of observation), 
worldly experience, such as a gracious (lover’s) look, may happen anywhere (in 
innumerable circumstances). Thus, even in a state of (wakeful) consciousness, 
by perceiving the relationship between the enjoyer and the enjoyed as a 
competence (to be so), and because the state of the Dissolution Deconditioned 
and other (such perceivers) also arises in that way (tathabhavopapatti), the 
division of the states of fifteen (aspects) etc. aspects is proved to exist (siddha). 

He concludes. 


geb fumer SH: 112%8 di 


ittham vistaratas tattvabhedo ‘yam samudührtah V 149 ll 


In this way, this division of the principles has been explained 
extensively. (149cd) 


Primary and Secondary Varieties of Perceivers 
and the Perceptibility of their Object 


Surely (one may ask), one and the same Earth is experienced (vedyate) 
by the Conditioned and other (perceivers) singularly at once or sequentially 
together as two, three, and so on. Thus, how is it that there could be no more 
than the fifteen-fold and the rest? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


RaR Serre qepaufu | 
Paa remm AAR: FE 1 $5 di 
Fata edt ref. Fa d 


Saktisaktimatam bhedad anyonyam tatkrtesv api | 
bhedesv anyonyato bhedat tathà tattvantaraih saha | 150 ll 
bhedopabhedagananam kurvato nàvadhih kvacit | 


The mutual difference between (these) powerholders and (their) 
powers, and the mutual difference between those created by them also, 
along with the other principles, (are so many) that (even if one were to) go 
on (continuously) enumerating (all these) major and minor differences, 
there would be no end to it anywhere.'? (150-151ab) 


!°2 In other words, although the causes may be the same, the effects may vary according 
to the individual that experiences them. 
' This verse is a gloss on MV 2/7cd-8ab which is quoted by Jayaratha. 
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The wonderful diversity of the world-orders etc. abides in the same 
way. Thus he says: 


aa ua fafaatsd yernfefata: ers 1 $m odd 


tata eva vicitro ‘yarn bhuvanadividhih sthitah \ 151 Il 


Thus (because of that), the procedure concerning the world-orders 
and the rest is wonderfully diverse. (151cd) 


That is said (in the Malinivijayottara): 


‘The division (of the principles) has been explained very briefly; (in 
actual fact,) it is endlessly extensive. The garland of the worlds is clearly 
divided up in the same way by these divisions." ^ 


He illustrates the wonderful variety here (in that case). 


qifa at are daR: | 
wT PUA qp AÀ aT STH gp tux II 


parthivatve ‘pi no samyam rudravaisnavalokayoh | 
kā kathanyatra tu bhaved bhoge vàpi svarüpake W 152 Il 


(Thus, although both the worlds of Rudra and Visnu equally 
belong to the Earth (principle), they differ both in the experience they 
afford and in their innate nature. What then to say (of the difference 
between them and other world-orders) in other cases? (152) 


Whereas the worlds of Rudra and Visnu (both) equally belong to the 
Earth (principle), the experience (bhoga) (of them and their) nature (svarüpa) is 
varied. So what to say of these two in other cases, that is, (the experience and 
nature of) the world-orders etc. that are Earth, Water and the rest? Thus it is 
said: ‘what then to say (of the difference between them and other world- 
orders) in other cases?’ 

Surely then, please explain in detail that by virtue of which the world- 
orders etc. are wonderfully varied in this way. With this question in mind, he 
Says: 


WaT fae: uremeswur ef ATT | 
an anasto Herat fafaememp 11 243 d 


sa ca no vistarah saksac chakyo yady api bhasitum | 
tathapi margamatrena kathyamano vivicyatam || 153 || 


' Cf. TA 10/150-15 lab. 
"5 MV 2/7cd-8ab. 
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Although it is impossible to give a direct and detailed account (of all 
these differences), even so, as we go on sketching a rough outline, reflect 
(on this teaching). (153) 


In this way, in this case (atra), because of 'the mutual difference 
between (these) powerholders and (their) powers’ etc., ‘the detailed account’ 
of the differences, primary and secondary, has (just been) indicated by 
statements that (simply) mention (them). The extent is thus stated in just a brief, 
general way (dinmátrena). 

There (in that context), it was said previously, that there are fourteen 
main kinds of powers and (their) possessors. Moreover, by their mutual 
division, there are (other) secondary divisions. Thus he says: 


Ta ATA Yet AeA og 
SUTTER aa Wd: di $uv di 


saptanam matrsaktinam anyonyam bhedane sati | 
rüpam ekünnaparicásat svarüpam cadhikam tatah \\ 154 I| 


(Thus) the mutual conjunction of the seven powers of the 
(Conditioned and other subjects) gives rise to forty-nine divisions, with an 
extra one for the essential nature (of the subject). (154) 


(There are) ‘forty-nine’ (divisions), because the seven powers of the 
Conditioned and other perceivers are multiplied by those same seven. 

Surely (one may ask), how can a power which is associated with one 
thing divide up something else? (Just) because a cloth has many long threads 
(connected to one another, a nearby) jar does not become such (as is the cloth). 
With this doubt in mind, he says: 


ad adie correo | 
aCe SASÀ AAA: d 244 [di 


sarvar sarvatmakam yasmát tasmat sakalamatari | 
layakaladisaktinam sambhavo ‘sty eva tattvatah |l 155 ll 


Everything is of the nature of all things; thus, it is possible for the 
powers of the Dissolution Deconditioned (pralayakala) and other (subjects) 
to be really present in (each) Conditioned (sakala) subject. (155) 


Surely (one may object that) this may in fact be possible, however it is 
not perceived in this way (so what difference does it make?). With this doubt in 
mind, he says: 


"p cepisse] tag ag maag AA | 


sa tv asphuto ‘stu bhedamsarm datum tavat prabhur bhavet | 
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(Firstly,) agreed that it is not clearly evident (asphuta), (but it is 
nonetheless) sufficiently capable of imparting (their) secondary divisions 
(bhedarnsa)."* (56ab) 


Referring to what is actually taking place in reality (vastuvrtta), he 
begins here to explain (and illustrate these secondary) divisions (and types). 
This is the intention. 

(He begins by saying that) conjoined mutually in this way, the 
possessors of power (and their powers number) forty-nine. (Then,) due to the 
mutual differences amongst (the divisions) and those created by them, it is 
indicated in this way that there are many modalities. Thus he says: 


raf p aA Gee IRAR odi 


tesüm api ca bhedanam anyonyam bahubhedatà | 156 || 


(Secondly,) there are many (more) divisions, as the various aspects 
(of these divisions) are mutually interchangeable (as before). (156cd) 


They are ‘mutually interchangeable’; that is, when they are thus being 
divided, ‘there are many (more) divisions’. Thus, (the aforementioned) forty- 
nine (aspects) multiplied by forty-nine make two thousand four hundred and one 
modalities. This is the meaning. 

(Now) he analyses (the divisions) that are said to be ‘along with the 


other principles’. 


Ten Fete se ufa 
Ferien Rea 1 249 II 


mukhydnam bhedabhedanam jalàdyair bhedane sati | 
mukhyabhedaprakarena vidher Gnantyam ucyate || 157 Il 


(Thirdly,) the (forty-nine) primary subdivisions can be further 
divided by those of the Water and other (principles). Thus, just on the basis 
of their principal divisions alone, (the variety of forms) of the procedure 
(vidhi) is said to be endless. (157) 


"The primary subdivisions’ are the forty-nine subdivisions. If one 
were to enumerate their secondary ones, ‘(the variety of forms) of the 
procedure (vidhi) is endless’, so what could there be to say (about them)? They 
‘can be further divided’ into one, two, three and so on successively." ‘On the 


1% Literally ‘parts of divisions’. 

17 See above, 10/150d. 

1% The Conditioned and other perceivers who experience the Earth and other principles 
can be one, two, three or more, amongst which are the Conditioned (perceivers) and 
other who reside in them. It is to them, it seems, that Abhinavagupta alludes, with the 
expression ‘and other (principles). 
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basis of their principal divisions’, that is, the principal fourteen-fold division. 
Thus, the principal divisions are also divided up with respect to the Earth and 
the rest (of the principles) into one, two, three and so on successively; thus (in 
this case) also, ‘(the variety of forms) of the procedure (vidhi) is endless’. 
Thus, the procedure is such as to be in accord with this. 

Their variety is not just this, it is also of another kind. Thus he says: 
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sakalasya samudbhiitas caksuradisvasaktayah | 
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(Fourthly,) another distinct type (bheda) is determined by the 
powers of vision and the other (senses) of the Conditioned (sakala) 
(perceiver), according to whether they are active (samudbhiita) or 
suppressed (nyagbhüta). (158) 


It was said previously: 

"The nature of the aspect of the Conditioned (sakala perceiver), which 
is (his) means of knowledge (pramánàrnsa), is the generic (capacity for limited) 
knowledge (vidya) and action (kala), rather than their individual instances 
(tadbhida). That is considered to be (his) power.” 


But even so, because a universal is invariably associated with 
particulars, it is said that the powers of sight and the rest (of the senses) must 
necessarily" arise (and be included) here. According to whether the powers of 
sight and the rest (of the senses) are active or supressed, they contribute another 
division. 

He applies the same (principle) to the Dissolution Unconditioned and 
other such (perceivers) also. 


Wd OTROS TCHUERUSEdMD | 
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evam layakaladinam tatsamskarapadoditat | 
patavat praksayàd vapi bhedantaram udiyate |l 159 || 


(Fifthly,) similarly, another division arises, according to whether 
the latent impressions of the (past Karma) of Dissolution Deconditioned 
(pralayakala) and other such (perceivers) are increasing or diminishing.”" 
(159) 


'? Above, 10/12cd-13ab. 
% Read —travasyaribhavi for —tràvasyabhavi. 
?" See above 10/13. 
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The "latent impressions’ are the traces (vāsanā) (that remain of the 
activity) of the powers of the sense of sight and the rest (of the senses). This is 
the meaning. The Dissolution Deconditioned (perceiver), like the Conditioned 
one, possesses the power which is (the individual soul's limited capacity for) 
knowledge and action. However, because it is in the form of a latent impression, 
it is not clearly evident in the same way (as it is in the case of the Conditioned 
perceiver). As was said: 

‘That same aspect of the means of knowledge also belongs to the 
Dissolution Deconditioned (layakala perceiver). However, it is unmanifest 
(asphuta). 


Surely (one may ask), what happens to perceptibility with the 
emergence and obscuration of the powers of the sense of sight and the rest (of 
the senses), in such a way that another division may arise? With this doubt in 
mind, he says: 
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Perceptibility"? for someone who perceives with his (sensorial) 
faculties unaroused, whether through indifference or inattention, without 
participating (in the experience), clearly differs from that of someone who 
cognizes (the object) 1) as if penetrating (and participating actively in the 
experience) (avesya), 2) as if immersing (into and making himself part of it) 
(nimajjya), 3) (whose consciousness) is as if expanding (vikasya) and is 
4) inebriated (vighürnya), so that having cognized it, the perceptibility, 
differing, gives rise to the appropriate effects (arthakriya). (160-161) 


The meaning of ‘without participating (in the experience)’ is like the 
grass or gravel (on the side of the road that goes unnoticed as we travel along it) 
because (attention is) spread out (uttánatayá). (The series of states beginning 
with that of one who) 'cognizes (the object) as if penetrating (and 
participating actively in the experience)’ (are such that) the succeeding is 
superior to the preceding one. (Thus) 1) ‘penetration’ (Gvesa) is a state of 
oneness (with the object that arises initially when relishing its aesthetic quality) 


?* Above, 10/13cd. 
23 The perception of a subject X of an object I perceive and he perceives generates the 
quality called ‘perceptibility’. 
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(anmayibhàva). 2) ‘Immersion’ (nimajjana) is entering into (the essential 
underlying consciousness which is the basis of this oneness). It is an attentive 
clinging (to it) (saga). 3) ‘Expansion’ (vikasa) is the unfolding (of 
consciousness impelled) by the enthusiasm for (the beauty of the object). 4) 
"Inebriation' (vighürnana) is the pulsation (spandana) (of consciousness) which 
is (its) outpouring that results from the propensity towards it. It is *cognized' in 
the sense that the power (of awareness) is abounding (udrikta).* 

Surely (one may ask), as the result (i.e. the perception of the object) is 
the same (in all these cases), what is the use of this (other) type (bheda), which 
is essentially merely a verbal (distinction)? With this doubt in mind, he says that 
‘differing, it gives rise to the appropriate effects (arthakriya). Something 
seen by someone whose power (of awareness) has not arisen is as if unseen, 
(and so) it would not nourish (the perceiver's sense of) satisfaction (nivrti). 5 
Whereas, on the contrary, one whose power (of awareness) has arisen, 
perceiving a (beautiful) sensory object, a supreme (sense of the) most excellent 
wonder (ensues). Thus, this type (bheda) (of perception) has had an effect. So 
why do you say it is essentially just a verbal (distinction)? 

(Now), by means of an example, he further strengthens (this view of the 
act of perception), which includes (reference to) both positive concomitance 
(when the right conditions are operative) and negative concomitance (when they 
are not). 
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?" The perception of beauty is another modality or type (bheda) of perception. It 
happens when the power of awareness is intense. We have seen that the object and its 
perceptible objectivity can be experienced in many ways. Here Abhinava is talking 
about the phases in the act of perception, when its aesthetic quality is perceived. He 
does not specify this, because any object may potentially be perceived this way. Of 
course, this form of perception operates most easily for most people with regards to 
what are commonly experienced as beautiful objects. But for those who have a fully 
developed sensitivity to the consciousness that underlies all perceptions, they can be 
immersed in the wonder of aesthetic delight that is that consciousness, at any time, by 
any object. 

Here Abhinava lists four stages in which this takes place. 1) First, there must 
be a sense of oneness with the object, as happens for example, when we are absorbed in 
listening to music we appreciate. 2) This is followed by the ‘submergence’ of all 
dichotomizing thoughts and notions of personal subjectivity into the unity of that 
consciousness. 3) The removal in this way of constraints that condition and contract 
consciousness leads naturally to its expansion. 4) The final result is the experience of 
the blissful pulse of consciousness as one’s own nature. This is what makes a person 
aesthetically sensitive (sahrdaya). Cf. above, 3/209cd-210. 

?*5 A perception, even the most trivial, is impelled by a sense of need (@kariksa) to know 
its object. Once known, this need is quelled, and it is replaced by a sense of 
‘satisfaction’. 
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Again, another type (bheda) is determined by the obscuration of one 
power and the (concomitant) clearly evident emergence of another, as 
happens, for example, to the sense of sight when someone plays the vind. 
(162) 


The power of the sense of sight etc. of one who is playing the vind, 
decreases, and that of (his) sense of hearing (correspondingly) increases. 

He (now) analyses the (manner in which) the power (of the senses) is 
concealed and heightened. 
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This (spontaneous) concealment and heightening of the power (of 
the senses) may be due either to (the operation of) the power (of the senses 
in relation) to one another (as happens, for example, when one plays the 
vind), or some other (cause, such as Mantras or drugs), which may be 
conscious or not. Thus, they are in their turn the source of many other 
divisions. (163) 


In some cases, the power of the sense of sight, for example, is 
heightened or concealed (spontaneously) by itself, due to the attention or lack of 
it (on the part of the perceiver to some object). In some circumstances (this may 
happen because, as with one) who plays the vind, the power of his sense of 
hearing, for example, (is heightened in relation to that of) the other (senses). In 
some circumstance, it may be some other (cause), such as Mantras or drugs. All 
(of these factors contribute,) whether they be conscious or not. Thus, (the 
number of possible) divisions (bheda) is endless. 
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In this way, the varieties (of perceptions) have been described (that 
arise) there in accord with the particular state, (such as the one) called 
‘jar’, of the principle commencing with Earth. (164) 


‘There’ means in the state (dasa) (of cognitive consciousness) called ‘a 
single jar’. How many differences can there be in a (single) principle, that 
possesses in this way countless states? Who indeed is capable of saying that? 
This is the intended sense. 
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Surely (one may ask), what has been said, namely, the emergence and 
concealment of the power (of the sense), is a property (atigaya) of that 
perceiver, not of something else. So, associated in this way with this kind of 
variety, how could it pertain to an entity, such as a jar, which is an object of 
perception? With this doubt in mind, he says: 
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atrapi vedyatà nama tadatmyam vedakaih saha | 
tatah sakalavedyo ‘sau ghatah sakala eva hi |l 165 |l 
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Here (in this case) also, perceptibility is one with (the 
corresponding) perceivers. Thus, the jar that is perceptible to a 
Conditioned (perceiver) (sakalavedya) is itself conditioned (sakala). To the 
degree in which that (object) is perceptible to Siva alone, it is just Siva who 
manifests. To the same degree (as in all these cases), consciousness 
manifests as possessing one body (which is all things). (165-166) 


‘Thus’, it is proved that because of the oneness of the perceiver and the 
perceived, whatever be the entity perceivable (vedya) to any perceiver, its nature 
is that of the perceiver. It has been established many times before that the nature 
of an entity is that of the particular perceiver (who perceives it). To the degree 
that consciousness (bodha) manifests in the form of subject and object, it 
consists of the oneness (radátmya) with each particular thing, and its nature is 
the undivided, supreme light (of consciousness). That is said (in the following 
verse): 


‘O dear one, if there are no perceivers, how can these be objects of 
perceptions? Therefore, subject and object are one reality, and impurity does not 
exist.’ °° 


Having established in this way that the fifteenfold (division is) within 
the Earth and other (principles), (he goes on to) define (how the teaching 
concerning the entire fifteenfold nature) as a whole, with relation to (each 
single) principle, is found in the scriptures. This is because it is present in 
phenomena and the world-orders etc., (both) in its individual components 


7* This verse is also quoted below in TAv ad 29/9. Ksemardja quotes it in his 
commentary on the Sivasütra 1/1 (p. 8 Chatterjee's edition), where he tells us that it is 
from the Ucchusmabhairavatantra. 
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(vyasta) (distributed over all the principles) and as a whole (samasta) (within 
each one). 


The Perceivers and Their Aspects in Relation to the 
Principles from Earth Onwards 
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adhunātra samastasya dharātattvasya darśyate | 
sāmastya evabhihitam páficadasyam puroditam \\ 167 Il 
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Now will be explained how these fifteen aspects, which have 
previously been described as a whole (in the Malinivijayottara), relate to the 
Earth principle as a whole. The Light which shines at one with the Earth 
principle is Lord Siva. As (the Veda) declares: ‘Brahman is the earth’. The 
Great Lords of Mantra are those who by Siva's will are intent on attaining 
the accomplishments (siddhi) associated with the Earth Principle. (167-169) 


The Earth principle has previously been described ‘in general terms’. 
The fifteenfold (division) is divided into two types, namely, as individual 
components (vyasta) (distributed over all the principles), and as a whole 
(samasta) (within each one). *Now' that the time has come, *will be explained" 
only (how the components) as a whole (are present in the Earth principle), 
without (reference) to the (distribution over all the principles of the 
components) individually, that serves (as we have seen) as a means by which 
other secondary modalities (prakara) (of the components are formed). This is 
because that is ‘described’ in that very way in the Malinivijayottara, which is 
cited (here). There (in that context), he accordingly describes the group of seven 
perceivers, which is the root of that, (with the words beginning with,) ‘(the 
Light which shines at one with) the Earth principle'. Surely, Siva is called 
‘Brahman’ because he fills (brrhhanāt) all the principles. So how can he be 
established in a limited way (as some particular principle)? With this doubt in 
mind, he says: ‘Brahman is the earth’. As the Veda (sruri) declares: ‘This 
Brahman is (in truth) the earth’. (The Great Lords of Mantra are) impelled by 
Siva’s will. The intended sense is that Siva is the one who impels (them, and 
then through them, the succeeding perceivers). 
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The Lords of Mantra are the beings (the Great Lords of Mantra) 
impel, and (their own) Mantras clearly denote them. Those who are in the 
the Earth Principle. Their view is not the dualist one of the fettered, such as 
the followers of the Samkhya or Vaisnavas, but (they have practiced this 
Yoga) in accord with Saiva doctrine, without (however) reaching (Siva's) 
Stable Abode (dhruvadhaman).”” 

Thus, those who, after enjoying the experience of this principle, 
have dissolved away (in the Water and other principles) at the end of an 
aeon (kalpdnte) and are immersed in deep sleep, are the Dissolution 
Deconditioned (pralaydkala) (perceivers) here (atra) (of this principle). 
(170-172) 


The Lords of Mantra (mantresa) are the hundred Rudras etc., and are 
the objects of denotation (vácya) of their respective mantras. As is s 


"The Lords of Mantra are impelled (by the Great Lords of Mantra). 
They are placed on the plane of the aspect of the object of denotation by (their) 
power, and abide as (the beings who range from) the hundred Rudras up to 
Virifica (i.e. Brahma). (Whereas) Siva's Mantra (perceivers) are born from the 
disturbance brought about by the inner flow of the energy of Sound (nada). 
They are the denotators of that (denoted aspect) and are intent on the 
dispensation of their respective fruits.” 


?" Dhruva is the highest state, according to the earlier Saiva Pasupata schools. See 
above, 8/144-147ab (143cd-146). 

* This passage appears to be drawn from the same source as the passages quoted below 
in TÀv ad 10/178-181ab and ad 10/182. The latter appears to refer to Trika doctrine. If 
that is so, the source is a Trika scripture. 
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The ‘dualist view’ (of the Consciousness Deconditioned perceivers) is 
the view of relative distinctions. (They have practiced Saiva Yoga, but) 
*without reaching (Siva's) Stable Abode', because they have dissolved away 
inwardly, (but) without having attained the completion of (their practice of) 
meditation (bhāvanā). It was said before that once the Earth (principle) and the 
rest dissolve away, that is to say, Water and the rest, in the course of, for 
example, cosmic dissolution (pralaya), the location within the principles of the 
Dissolution Deconditioned (perceivers) is progressively higher. (Thus, they are) 
‘immersed in deep sleep’. The meaning is that they are in deep sleep. 

Surely (one may object that) the nature of the Dissolution 
Deconditioned (perceivers) is that of the principle they have merged into. 
(However,) that is not possible in the state of deep sleep, which is just the mere 
presence (saribhava) of a residual trace of the subject (associated with) the body 
etc. So how can they assume that state? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


The Nature and Types of Deep Sleep 
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It is clearly evident that (all) the principles are merged in deep 
sleep. Otherwise, where could the things seen in dreams, (which have a 
fixed,) determined nature, arise from? (173) 


*Otherwise' means, if those principles were not merged (into the 
consciousness of the Dissolution Deconditioned perceiver). One perceives here 
(in daily experience) that just as dreaming and deep sleep necessarily (follow) 
after the waking state, so does dreaming (necessarily) follow after deep sleep. 
One who does not assume this, that is, the repose of the (activity of the) inner 
(mental organ) and the outer senses, does not enter into the dreaming state. 
Thus, deep sleep, which necessarily precedes the dreaming state, is (its) cause. 
One should consider the arising of an effect be in accord with the nature of (its) 
cause. Thus, as the essence of the state of deep sleep is the merger of those 
principles (into objectless consciousness), one perceives that creation that takes 
place in a dream consists of the phenomena and world-orders etc. that are proper 
to those principles. Just as (one), for example, (experiences) climbing a 
mountain (in a dream, which is part of) what is merged in the Earth, so too, for 
example, the crossing of the sea (is part of) what is merged in Water. 

Surely (one may object) that, if the principles dissolve away in deep 
sleep also, and that is the dissolving away of all objectivity, then what occasion 
would there be for one who has woken up for the memory that is born from the 
residual trace of the experience of that (particular) fixed object to occur? With 
this doubt in mind, he says: 
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sausuptam api citram ca svacchasvacchadi bhasate | 
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Deep sleep also manifests variously, according to whether it is lucid, 
nonlucid or the like (svacchasvacchadi). (This is proved by) the perception 
of the various memories (one has of it), such as: “I slept well” and so on. 
(174) 


(Deep sleep manifests) ‘variously’, because it consists of the three 
qualities (of Nature). Thus it is said to be ‘lucid, nonlucid or the like’. There 
(in that case), lucid (svaccha) (deep sleep) is predominantly based on (the 
quality of) sattva, and so (gives rise to the memory) “I slept well". Nonlucid 
(asvaccha) (deep sleep) is predominantly based on tamas, and so (gives rise to 
the memory,) “I was not conscious of anything”. By including ‘or the like’ he 
refers to (the third intermediary category), which is lucid-cum-nonlucid 
(svacchasvaccha). This is predominantly rajas, and so then (one recalls that) “I 
slept uncomfortably”. Such are the ‘various memories’. There is no (such) rule 
that all that is perceivable dissolves away in deep sleep, otherwise this would be 
unaccountable, and so the (experience of) recollection one who awakens has 
would stand contradicted. This is the intended sense. 

Nor should one say that this memory has arisen from the experience of 
the pleasing tactile experience of the featherbed (mattress). Thus he says: 
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Recollection (of having slept deeply) takes place then, just at the 
very subtle moment when one wakes up from sleep. It is not (the same as 
the) memory which results from cognition, (which in its turn) originates 
from an object. (175) 


‘Then’, that (recollection of sleep) may (happen) in this way ‘when’, 
first of all, one wakes up, then (follows) the experience of comfort (sukha) and 
the like, and then the memory which is born from the latent trace associated 
with that (experience of comfort) (arises), just when one is waking up. (We do 
not agree that it does) not happen in this way here (in daily life), because 
waking up and recollection exist (i.e. take place and are experienced together) in 
one (and the same) moment. He says that ‘then, (just at the very moment) 
when one wakes up from sleep’, the recollection (of it arises). 
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Thus, even if (when one has just woken up and) the awakening is not 
firm (and well established), the experience of the one who awakens is à 
successive series (of experiences of events, that follow one another very 
quickly), like (something) illumined (unmisita) by a flash of lightning. Those 
who say that (the cause of his) recollection (of sleep) is because of this kind of 
experience should (simply) be ignored. Thus he says: 
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The (view of) those simple-minded people who say that what one 
who awakens from sleep recollects is actually a successive series (of 
experiences) that start (after he has awakened), consisting of the pleasing 
sensation of the mattress and the like, is groundless. (176) 


‘Groundless’ means without cause. 
MAPA AAAA: | 
mAAR FA: THAT gE ETT: 11 RVs I 


mayakarmasamullasasammisritamalabilah | 
dharadhirohino jħñeyāh sakalà iha pudgalāh \\ 177 M 


The souls (pudgala), sullied by impurity (mala) mixed with the 
outpouring of Māyā and Karma, who reside here in the Earth Principle, 
should be known as Conditioned (sakala) (perceivers)."* (177) 


(The words) Māyā and the rest serve to declare that these (souls) are 
bound by the three impurities. 

Having taught what concerns the seven perceivers, in order to teach in a 
general way (the nature) of their seven powers, he says: 


The Seven Perceivers and Their Powers 
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29 TA 10/177-179 = MVV 1/977-979. 
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asyaiva saptakasya svasvavyaparaprakalpane | 

praksobho yas tad evoktam Saktinam saptakam sphutam*"® \\ 178 M 
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It is said that the disturbed condition (praksobha) of these seven 
(subjects that results) when they are engaged in their respective tasks is 
clearly (their corresponding) seven powers. Siva is the (eternally) persistent 
(acyuta) conscious nature. He possesses three powers, that by virtue of (His) 
freedom have assumed the forms of (the energies of) the perceiver and the 
perceived. By virtue of their form as the perceiver, they are the three kinds 
(of pure perceivers), ending with Mantra, that (undisturbed) are as if aloof 
(udàásina) (from all activity). Whereas, coloured by the form of the object, 
those three, that are known to be (the powers of) will, knowledge and 
action, are (the three impure perceivers), ending with the Conditioned 
(Sakala) (subjects)."? (178-181ab) 


"Their respective tasks’ is their own activity, such as paralysing 
(higher states of consciousness) and the like, and creation etc. This is the 
meaning. That has been explained in detail elsewhere by that same (scripture), 
as follows: 


"There within the (principle) called Earth, making manifest diverse 
things (each) separate (from one another), displaying paralysis (stambha) and 
the other (accomplishments), she is Siva's power within the Earth. 2) The 


210 MVV 1/978d reads tatah for sphutam. 
?! Read with MVV 1/979d -grahitrgráhyarüpiküh for -grahitrakaratave 


212 


sat. 

Read grahitrakaratavasat grahyakaroparagat tu for grahyakaroparagat tu 
grahitrakaratavaSat. 

*'3 After MVV 1/977-979, that Abhinava reproduces here with explanatory supplements, 
he writes: 


grahitrbhagodrekena grahyabhagocchalattvatah | 
sapta sapteti yat tv ekar jadamatram naratmakam || 
tat svarüpam tatas traidham pratitattvam vyavasthitam | 


"They are (in two groups of) seven, (one or the other, according to whether) the 
subjective part predominates (or) the outpouring of the objective aspect. There is one 
(moment) that is purely insentient (jadamátra). It is Nara, and that is the ‘own nature’ 
(svarüpa). Thus, each reality level (tattva) is ordered in three ways.’ MVV 1/980-98 lab 
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(power) of the Mantramahesa (subjects) ordains here this varied state, from the 
Conditioned (perceivers) to Siva, of creation, destruction, persistence, grace, 
and (its) withdrawal. She has authority here over (this) principle, and is 3) the 
power of the Lords of Mantra (mantramaheSana), present on the plane of 
consciousness, that impels the individual souls with great force (hathat), 
amongst the groups of Mantra (perceivers) of that principle. 4) The power of the 
Mantra (perceivers) is she who is considered to awaken to the essence 
(sadbhàva) of the Earth principle, which is yellow (pitala) etc., and saves from 
what is contrary (vipaksa) to that. S) The power of the Consciousness 
Deconditioned (perceiver) (jHanakevali) is the subtle state (tavanmatra) of 
Impurity. She bestows a right enthusiasm for the expanse of the enjoyment 
(bhogabhoga) of that principle. 6) The power present in the Dissolution 
Deconditioned (perceiver) is the disposition (unmukhatd) to experience (the 
consequence of Karma) (bhoga) within that (principle), due to (its) propensity 
to (activate) the Karma present in that principle when the expansion of the 
waking (state) takes place. 6) The power which is the means to the experience 
(which is the consequence of Karma) (bhoga), residing in the Conditioned 
(sakala) individual souls, is associated with the many states created by the 
external and internal senses. She is the state when (the individual soul) 
penetrates into the activated state (vyakti) of Maya, Karma, and the 
(fundamental) Impurity (mala) (of the soul).’?"* 


Surely (one may ask), it is proclaimed (repeatedly in various) contexts 
in our philosophy that the nature of the universe is Siva, Sakti and Nara. So how 
is it that this is said here as (if it were) something new? With this doubt in 
mind, he say: iva (is the (eternally) persistent (acyuta) conscious nature).’ 
There is no dispute that Siva is thus (tavat) the supreme perceiver, and that his 
nature is eternal consciousness. His power, the nature of which is will, 
knowledge and action, shining forth in a pure and impure form, pours forth the 
group of six perceivers. There (amongst them), the three, Mantra, the Lord of 
Mantra, and the Great Lord of Mantra, do not depend on objectivity etc. (to be 
subjects), and so possess a pure subjectivity. The three (lower perceivers, 
namely) Consciousness Deconditioned and the rest, do depend on objectivity 
etc., and so the subjectivity they possess is impure. Thus it is said that (He 
possesses three powers, that) by virtue of (His) freedom’ (assume the form of 
the subject), and ‘are coloured by that of the object’. ‘The three kinds (of 
pure perceivers), ending with Mantra’, consist of the Great Lords of Mantra, 
the Lords of Mantra, and the Mantra (perceivers). This is the meaning. They are 
‘as if aloof (udasina) (from all activity)’, that is, they are undisturbed. The 
sense is that, if they were to be disturbed, their state would be that of (their 
respective) powers. 

He (now) concludes (this point). 


214 Concerning the source of this passage, see above, note ad 10/170-172. 

* Sanderson notes (1992: 297) that here "Jayaratha finds Abhinavagupta explaining 
how the triad is implicit in the [teachings of the] Malinivijayottara (even though not 
explicit).’ This is with reference to the surprising fact that although the triad of Siva, 
Sakti and Man is a hallmark of Trika, it is nowhere mentioned explicitly there in the 
Tantra Abhinava takes to be the very acme of a Trika Tantra." 
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qada wunped Tea AAT AM (ee od 


saptadhettham pramatrtvam tatksobho mànatà tathà V 181 Il 


In this way, there are seven kinds of subjectivity. In the same way, 
its disturbed condition corresponds to the state of the means of knowledge. 
(181cd) 


‘The state of the means of knowledge’ is in the form of Sakti. This is 
the meaning. 

Surely, (one may ask that,) in this way, (only) the fourteen-fold 
condition would have been mentioned, or else the two-fold, consisting of Siva 
and Sakti. With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Own Nature and Conclusion 


ay WépmewufedensWm | 
Us TS qeeneufüed fad arse 1 2c? di 


yat tu grahitrtariipasamvitsamsparsavarjitam | 
Suddham jadam tat svarüpam ittham visvam trikatmakam | 182 Il 


That (aspect) that has no contact with consciousness, that is, the 
subjective nature (grahitrtaripa) (of the perceivers), pure and insentient, is 
(what is meant here by) *Own Nature' (svarüpa). The universe is triadic 
(trikatmaka) in this way. (182) 


It is *pure' (insentience), because it has no contact with consciousness. 
Thus, the meaning is that, the insentient (jada) is the primary basis of 
objectivity (vedyata), and so its nature is Nara. As is said: 

*If (in the course of perception) insentience becomes clearly apparent, 
because there is no recollection of (the object's) penetration into the perceiver, 
then the ‘Innate Nature’ (svarüpa), which is Nara, arises due (to that state of) 
dependence (it has on the perceiver) (paratantryat).’*!° 


That is said to be the way in which the (Trika) triad is the ultimate 
reality present within the sequence of the fifteen-fold etc. Thus it is said that 
‘the universe is triadic (trikatmaka) in this way’. 

He (now) applies this (teaching) elsewhere also. 


ws wem seid ema. d 


evar jalàdy api vaded bhedair bhinnam mahamatih | 


216 Tt appears that the reference to Nara here as a Trika teaching identifies the source as a 
Trika Tantra. See above, note ad 10/170-172. 
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The wise man should explain how Water and the rest (of the other 
categories) are also divided in the same way, with (the equivalent) divisions. 
(183ab) 


Surely, no one disagrees that the (couple) Siva and Sakti is (eternally) 
persistent consciousness. (Moreover,) it has been said that Sakti, shining as will, 
knowledge and action, manifests as the group of six perceivers. But as (Siva’s) 
Sakti is one and the same in all circumstances, then (Sakti) should also possess 
this fifteen-fold (state) right up to the level of the Great Lords of Mantras. So 
how is it that that itself has not been described, setting aside the thirteen-fold 
and other (divisions)? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


ara g fewm wur aAA fat 11223 od 
Fl RMA TACIT: | 
aA wpzqnamemaumm FART: 11 eee odi 


anayà tu di$à prayah sarvabhedesu vidyate | 183 ll 
bhedo mantramahesantesv esa paficadasatmakah | 
tathàpi sphutatabhavat sann apy esa na carcitah ll 184 Il 


From this point of view, this division into fifteen aspects occurs 
generally in all the divisions up to the Great Lords of Mantra. Even so, it is 
not (so) clearly evident (at these levels as it is at the lower ones), and so is 
not discussed (at length). (183cd-184) 


(One may ask: This division into fifteen aspects occurs) ‘in all the 
divisions up to the Great Lords of Mantra’; that is to say, the Dissolution 
Deconditioned (perceivers) and the rest. The sense is that (if that is so,) what has 
been said concerning the thirteen-fold and other (divisions) is contrary to the 
logic (underlying this teaching) (nydya). (In response to this objection, we say 
that) this is indeed true, however, like the thirteen-fold and other (divisions), it 
is not clearly evident (at these levels) and so is not mentioned here. 

Surely (one may ask), the succeeding lower nature, merged into the 
(corresponding one) before it (in the ascending order), abandons its own nature. 
As a consequence, there would not be any place for the fifteen-fold etc. (states 
of the ascending series of perceivers, up to the Great Lords of Mantra). With 
this doubt in mind, he says: 


Undivided Siva's Five Aspects 


Weg afd umm sd ae aia fe | 
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savyaparadhipatvenetyadina jagradaditam | 185 |l 
abhinne ‘pi sive *ntahsthasiksmabodhànusaratah | 


The Creator Himself has declared the same concisely in the 
Sripürva (i.e. the Málinivijayottara), where He says that, even though (Siva) 
is undivided, (He has five aspects,) ‘because of (1) (His (purposeful) activity 
and (2) sovereignty (savyaparadhipatvena) etc." Thus, with these words, 
the states of waking and rest are attributed (even to the one undivided) 
Siva, in accord with His subtle, inner consciousness.?'* (185-186ab) 


The Lord ‘has declared the same concisely’ in the Mdlinivijayottara, 
namely that, although Siva is (one and) ‘undivided’, he is the waking and other 
(four states of consciousness). (Thus,) just as (he is) the waking and other (states 
without this compromising His unity), it is (also) possible for him to be fifteen- 
fold and so on, (progressively) at successively higher levels (and yet remain 
one). (It is said) here: 


‘Although (Siva is) undivided, even so, (his nature is) fivefold because 
of (1) (His (purposeful) activity and (2) sovereignty (savyaparadhipatvena), and 
because (3) he impels consciousness (independently of and) in the absence of 
both these (two powers of knowledge and action in pure volition), and (also) 
because of (4) the cessation of volition (in his power of bliss), and because (5) 
(as consciousness itself,) he is established within himself. Thus is explained 
what needs to be understood concerning the five-fold division.’ 


?7 MV 2/24c. 
?'* See below, 10/227cd ff. 
2 MV 2/34cd-35ab. MV 2/34cd-35ab is paraphrased and thereby explained below in 
10/309. It is also quoted in TÀv ad 10/309. The last line has been added to complete the 
sense. This translation is guided by Somadeva's translation, which is based on 
Sanderson’s interpretation (2004: 211) but does not follow it entirely. The translation of 
‘savyaparadhipatvena’ — “because of (His (purposeful)) activity (vyapara) and lordship 
(adhipatya) — follows Jayaratha, and is most probably what Abhinavagupta himself 
intended. However, Sanderson, as Somadeva reports (2004 ibid. note 63), considers the 
traditional exegesis of this compound to be ‘awkward because it takes adhipatva to refer 
to knowledge.’ Accordingly, Somadeva translates, ‘because he is able to deploy 
(adhipatva) his (two) functions (svavyapara)’. One may perhaps remark pertinently that 
the identification of ‘lordship’ (or ‘ability to deploy’) with knowledge is not without 
good reason. A common Sanskrit saying declares: *janarh yasya balah tasya’ — ‘he 
who has knowledge has power’. Indeed, knowledge is power, and power is ‘lordship’. 
We may observe that the text of the MV does not actually confirm that the five 
states of consciousness relate exclusively to Siva. All it says is that the pattern of five 
can be traced back to Siva, Even so, Abhinava understands that these five reflections 
within Siva are the ultimate source of the lucid (i.e. self-reflective) experience of the 
five states of consciousness. In addition, Abhinava understands that ultimately, Siva is 
the one and only perceiver who experiences these states. The perceived differences at 
various levels are due to the inner operation of Siva’s reflective awareness of himself as 
the perceiver in these states, which he experiences in the manner described, as aspects of. 
his essential freedom to manifest them. Thus, in this way, Siva continues to be one even 
as he possesses five aspects (see below, 10/227cd-230). 
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(The implied meaning is) that (1) Siva's waking state, which is 
predominantly (His) power of action, is due to ‘(His purposeful) activity’. (2) 
(His) dream sleep, which is predominantly (His) power of knowledge, consists 
of the creation of (countless) individual (particulars) due to His own freedom, 
by virtue of (His) ‘sovereignty’. (His) state of deep sleep is predominantly (His) 
power of volition, with himself as the impeller (of knowledge and action), in the 
state of indifference preceding (dreaming and waking) (independently of and) in 
the absence of both knowledge and action. (His) Fourth state is predominantly 
the power of bliss, by virtue of the fulfilment of the object of desire, and also by 
the cessation of that (volition). (His state) Beyond the Fourth is predominantly 
(His) power of consciousness which, as the Bliss devoid of Action 
(nirānanda),™ is due to the state of repose (visránti) (He experiences within 
His) own nature that is completely full (and perfect), because it is the nature of 
all things, as everything. Such is (Siva's) nature as the five states (of 
consciousness). This the meaning." 


(It was stated) here (above): 


All this Path, which is of six kinds and very extensive, that will be 
described (in the following chapters), is well-established in this way (rāvat) all 
together (ekatra) within the vital breath.” 


According to this teaching, just as the Path of the Principles is external, 
it is also internal within the vital breath. Thus, he begins to define the fifteen- 
fold and the rest as present there also. 


?? Concerning niránanda, see Dyczkowski 2009. 


?! Cf. MVV 1/50-51. According to Jayaratha, these five aspects of Siva as the five 
states of consciousness correspond to His five powers of action, knowledge, will, bliss 
and consciousness. ‘(Purposeful) activity’ is the power of action (kriyasakti) and the 
waking state. ‘Lordship’ is the power of knowledge (janasakti) and dream sleep. The 
‘absence (of the above two)’ and independence from them is the power of the will 
(cchasakti) and dreamless sleep. Meditation (being full and contented by the object of 
desire) is the power of bliss (anandasakti) and the Fourth state (turiya). Siva’s ‘state of 
repose’ within Himself is the power of consciousness (citSakri) and the state Beyond the 
Fourth (furiyütita) Thus, just as Siva possesses these five aspects without it 
compromising His undivided oneness, it is also possible for him to have the series of 
fifteen etc. aspects also and remain one. The correlations, according to Jayaratha are as 
follows: 


MV Power | State of Consciousness 
Purposeful activity: Action Waking 
Lordship Knowledge Dreaming 
Absence of both Will Deep Sleep 
Cessation of Volition Bliss Fourth State 
Self-Establishment Consciousness Beyond the Fourth State 


22 Above, 6/5. 
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Perceivers and Phases of Perception in the Cycle of the Vital Breath 


The Projection of the Fifteen Divisions into the Vital Breath 


snp wort emo fafgemi 1 eck od 
Feat mard sfwhgufeww | 
adhunà prünasaktisthe tattvajale vivicyate | 186 || 


bhedo ‘yam páricadasyádir yathà $risaribhur àdisat | 


We will now discuss how this division into fifteen etc. is found in the 
group of principles present within the energy of the vital breath, as taught 
by the venerable Sambhunàtha./? (186cd-187ab) 


mAs A fni Gea: WEN aM: d ace d 
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samaste ‘rthe ‘tra nirgrahye tutayah sodaSa ksanah V 187 || 
Sattrimsadamgule care sámsadvyangulakalpitàh | 


?"Sixteen time-units of the breath (tuti) (are as many) moments 
(ksana) (of perception, discernible) here in all that is perceivable. "5 Each 


* See above 6/5. This teaching, which Abhinava tells us concerns Khecaricakra, 
extends up to verse 10/226ab. 

4 Concerning this passage from 10/187cd-226ab, see also TSà p. 102-105 and MVV 
1/977-991. TA 10/187cd-188ab is equivalent to MVV 1/981cd-982ab, that reads: 


kirn cárthe khalu nirgrahye tutayah sodasa ksanàh \\ 
sapádadvyangulàvesàt pratyekam parikalpitàh | 


"Moreover, sixteen time-units of the breath (rufi) (are as many) moments 
(ksana) (of perception discernible) here in perceivable reality. Each is formed 
(parikalpita) by penetrating two and a quarter finger (breadths) (into the 36 fingers 
breadths of the movement of the breath)." 
?* Above, 6/64d. We have seen above (note 6,71) that the uti (corrupt for trufi lit 
‘fragment’) is a unit of time commonly used in the Siddhàntas although, surprisingly 
less so in modern Indian astronomy. It is applied to measure spans of time in the cycle 
of the breath and perception. We have seen that, in the course of inhalation or 
exhalation, the breath traverses a distance of thirty-six finger spans. This takes two 
seconds, which comprise sixteen tutis. Thus, a tuti is one-eighth of a second inside the 
breath, and is the time taken for the breath to move a distance of two and a quarter 
fingers' breadth. This teaching, imparted to Abhinava by his Trika teacher 
Sambhunátha, equates these units of time related to the breath with the *moments" 
(ksana), that are the units of the act of perception, as is the usage in the verses that 
follow, up to 196. Although the two terms are sometimes used interchangeably, in this 
context, in order to make sense of what Abhinava is saying, we need to distinguish the 
parameters to which the two measures refer here. It seems that Jayaratha is not clear 
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(one) is conceived to occupy two and a quarter finger space within the 
movement (of the breath), which is thirty-six fingers (long)."^ (187cd- 
188ab) 


The meaning of 'all that is perceivable' is (any) entity that can be 
perceived (vedya), as are, for example, the principles (tattva), phenomena 
(bhàva), and the world-orders. 

The term *moment' here (in this context) refers to a particular (span of) 
time, consisting of two moments, as defined (in the Svacchandatantra as 
follows): 


*(One) moment (ksana) is said to be one-eighth (of the time it takes for) 
a man to close his eyes'."" As is said: ‘One should know that a ruri consists of 


about this distinction, or at least does not clarify it. Instead, he confuses the reader by 
referring to the Svacchandatantra. It is clear that Abhinava is equating a tuti with a 
"ksana' . But if we take the two as measures of time as being within the same parameter, 
then, as Jayaratha himself points out, the use of the term ksana here is anomalous. 
Normally, two of them make a rufi. He cannot fail to notice this, but tries to circumvent 
the problem by saying that this is a special case. Moreover, we are not told anything by 
simply taking the two to be synonyms, as Jayaratha does. We find an application of the 
transposition of the act of perception to the movement of the breath in the commentary 
by Sivopadhyaya on VB 24: 


ürdhve prano hy adho jivo visargátmà paroccaret | 
utpattidvitayasthane bharanát bharità sthitih \\ 


"The exhaled breath (prana) (ham) above and the inhaled (jiva) (sah) below, 
(the goddess) Para who is emission (visarga) should be uttered forth (and made manifest 
in this way) within the two places where they originate. (The yogi attains) the state of 
plenitude by filling (them with the power of awareness)." 


In a long commentary on this meditative practice (dháraná), Sivopadhyaya 
supplies several ways in which to do it, which he classifies as belonging to one or other 
of the three categories of means to realisation (upáya). He tells us that the following 
way of applying attention to the flow of the breath belongs to the Empowered Means, 
just as Abhinava implicitly tells us the practice he is describing here does (see below 
10/200cd-203 and note). Sivopadhyaya explains: 


‘The exhaled breath is ‘above’ as the most excellent. It is the extending flow 
(prasara) of (the powers of) will, knowledge and action, which impels (and give life) 
(anupranaka) to all things. The one ‘below’ is the lesser one, as the one which is to be 
contemplated as objectivity (idanta). It is the exhaled breath (jiva) which is the object of 
will, knowledge and action. As its nature is the Moon, it is the cause of the abiding 
living condition (jivitasthiti) of those subject to transmigration. She is that goddess Para, 
who is uttered forth in (that) form as the three powers, and as Middling (parapara) and 
Inferior (apara), that is, abides perpetually moving as the most excellent, extends as the 
radiance (of consciousness) (sphurattà), at one with all things. Having made it so, in the 
‘place of origin’ on the plane of the object of knowledge, and the one which is indicated 
by the word ‘second’, which is the dynamic union of the illuminator and the object of 
illumination on the plane of the means of knowledge, and so in the abode of rest of both 
of them, which is on the plane of the subject. “By filling’ them in the way taught (in the 
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two moments . . . .’ Furthermore: ‘One tuti (that is, one-eighth of a second 
{inside the breath], is the time taken for the breath to move a distance of) two 
and a quarter fingers’ breadth.’ 

He analyses that. 


Ta: AA Pura: $e d 
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tatrdadyah paramādvaito nirvibhagarasatmakah || 188 ll 


Sivasütra that says,) one should sprinkle the Fourth into the three (states of waking, 
dreaming and deep sleep) like oil.’ ‘The state of plenitude’ results by flooding with the 
bliss of the Fourth state, which is the venerable (goddess) Para.’ (p. 18) 
7 Somadeva (2004: 392-393) MV 17/6-7: ‘Retention is known as five-fold. One of 
these follows after inhalation. The second is retention after expulsion. Another two 
(intermediate stages) occur within these two (extremes) and the fifth takes place in the 
neutral state. This (retention) also becomes infinite by counting other points (of 
suspension along the course of the breath) separately.” 

Retention is thus classified according to the amount of air retained in the body. 
Besides the five main points of suspension along the inspiration or expiration of the 
breath, there are said to be an infinity of others. In the Tantráloka, Abhinavagupta has 
expanded this teaching to incorporate the fifteen-fold refraction into the breath, The 
course of the breath (pranacdra), measuring thirty-six digits (angula), is divided into 
units of two and one quarter digits each. The resulting sixteen divisions are identified as 
‘moments’ or ‘instants’ (rufi) of the cognitive process, which can be utilised to realise 
Siva by retreating to the second ‘moment’, which represents this liberating grace. Since 
at the extreme end of objectivization, the inner perceiver coalesces with the inner object, 
moments fifteen and sixteen, although they manifest as discrete phenomena in the 
stream of the breath, are counted as a single epistemological instant, and the whole 
fifteen-fold refraction of the realities can thus be homologised with the breath. 
Abhinavagupta divides the fifteen perceivers into four groups. At the end of the breath- 
stream is the inert svarüpa pair, then come the limited experients, the pure experients, 
and at the other end, the pair of Siva and Sakti. Although Abinavagupta does not 
explicitly refer to this passage of the Malinivijayottara, these four groups fit so neatly 
between the Malinivijayottara’s five major points of rest along the course of the breath 
that he may well have had it in mind." 


The five subvarieties of retention 


1. püritàd anu 5. svabhava 2. recakat pascat 

(following inhalation) (neutral) (following exhalation) 

« P 3 - > 
3. dvayor ante 4. dvayor ante 

(intermediate point) (intermediate point) 


?7 SvT 11/201ab. The following reference is SvT 11/201c. 
?* Above, 6/64a. 
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dvitiyo gráhakollasarüpah prativibhavyate | 
antyastu grahyatadatmyat svarüpibhüvam àgatah V 189 Il 
pravibhavyo na hi prthag upantyo grahakah ksanah | 


There (in that context), the first (of these moments) is that of 
supreme nonduality, which is the undivided aesthetic delight (rasa) (of 


?* Abhinava gives us his explanation of the phases of this cycle of perception linked to 
the breath in the following passage in the Tantrasara. 


‘Now (follows) a description (of the how) the divisions (of the reality levels are 
present) within the one perceiver by being established (within him) as the vital breath. 
Here (in everyday life), the vital breath, which consists of sixteen units of time (sufi), 
arises in the course of the perception of (any object, such as the colour) blue, 
(extending) up to (its) immersion (GveSa) into objectivity (thus laying hold of it). The 
first unit (always remains) one and undivided. The second is the (initial) outpouring 
(ullása) (into a distinct form) of the perceiver. The last one is at one with the object, and 
(so) is of that nature. The penultimate one is the perceiver that has become (fully) 
evident. In between is a group of twelve moments. Amongst them, the first group of six 
is (consciousness) free of thought constructs, that veils (the form of consciousness 
consisting of) thought constructs. Amongst these six moments, one is the innate nature 
(svarüpa) in itself, and the remaining five moments (mark the progressive expansion of 
consciousness, even as they are engaged in veiling (the form of consciousness 
consisting of) thought constructs. (The first of these five corresponds) to the intention 
(of consciousness) to unfold (unmimisá), and (the next to) its being about to unfold 
(unmisatta), which, because it is a fully evident action, (necessarily) takes up two 
moments, as (a single) pulse cannot last just an instant. (The fourth moment is that) of 
the unfolded (state of consciousness), and (the fifth, coupled with it, corresponds to its) 
state as the agency of its own products. Thus, because of the fivefold nature of thought 
(construct formation), which is to be concealed in this way, and because the innate 
nature (of consciousness is counted separately), there are six moments (of 
consciousness) free of thought constructs. Then again, (just after that,) there are 
(another) six moments (in the formation of the state of consciousness with thought 
constructs). (These are:) 1) the state free of thought constructs in the process of being 
destroyed (dhvamsamanatà), 2) (its) actual destruction (dhvarisa), 3) the intention to 
unfold (unmisisa) thought, 4 and 5) the state (in which it is) about to unfold (unmisattà), 
consisting of two moments, and 6) the unfolded state itself. (The condition of 
consciousness which is that of being) the agency of its own product (i.e. thought) is said 
to be essentially subjectivity, and so is not counted separately again. In this way, those 
who are rich in discrimination, who follow the teaching of a (true) teacher, discern (this) 
fifteenfold state in each (of its) divisions (one by one) everywhere (throughout all the 
reality levels, extending from the Earth onwards). 

As thought decreases, the number of moments (tuti) also decreases, as happens, 
for example. when one (experiences) happiness (and one forgets the troubles of the 
past), until the state free of thought (is attained). (Even) ordinary people, by (bringing) 
thought to rest in that state (of consciousness) consisting of (pure) subjectivity (ahantà), 
which is reflective awareness, the flow of the thought of objectivity (idarnbhava) 
covered over by subjectivity, consider it to be as if unmanifest, like those who, resting in 
the joy (they feel at times, consider that) the state of suffering (does not exist,) and that 
by the decrease of thought it is that alone that manifests. And so it is that 
Abhinavagupta's venerable teacher (has taught him) that this is attention to the 
relationship between subject and object.* 
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consciousness), while the second is perceived to be the outpouring of the 
subject. The last (moment) is at one with the object of knowledge, and so 
assumes the condition of the Innate Nature (svarüpa). The penultimate 
(moment), which is that of the experiencing subject (in its fully evident 
state), cannot be discerned separately.” (188cd-190ab) 


The ‘first’ is a moment of time which is a rufi (in the vital breath). It is 
‘undivided’. As is said: ‘........ Siva, directly apparent, is not divided. ^" 
What is meant by saying ‘the outpouring of the subject’ is the outpouring of 
Sakti, which is that of the six perceivers (and their respective spheres of 
objectivity). "The last’ is the moment of time which is the sixteenth rufi (in the 
vital breath). It ‘is at one with the object of knowledge’, in accord with the 


When this fifteenfold condition obtains to the degree in which the duality 
(bheda) which is clearly manifest objectivity decreases, as (the moments) decrease two 
by two, (it continues) up to absorption (avesa) into Siva, that takes two moments. There 
the first moment is full (and complete) in all respects, (whereas) the second, practiced 
with the practice that is absorbed (dvista) into the cause of all knowledge, serves to 
attain omniscience and omnipotence. (This is) not so (in the case of) the first (of these 
two final moments). As the venerable Kallata said, *during the falling (transition) of (the 
second) moment." ** Here (in this context), by the word ‘falling’ is (meant) the Goddess, 
the venerable Kali, Matrsadbhava, Bhairava, creative intuition (pratibhá) etc. (who 
‘falls’ as grace on the practitioner). Now enough of disclosing (such) secret (matters). 
By practicing (the succeeding) moments pertaining to the Great Lords of Mantras etc., 
(one obtains) the corresponding accomplishments (siddhi).’ TSà p. 102-105 


*(cf. VB 103, that declares that 'the relationship between subject and object is common 
to all embodied beings. The difference with yogis is that they pay attention to the 
relationship between them.' Can it be that this teaching was imparted to Abhinava by 
Sambhunatha when he explained this dharana in the VB to him? However, another 
le translation is: ‘such is this attention to the relationship between subject and 
object Abhinavagupta's teachers (teach).' Perhaps not, because the same reference is 
found in the passage of the MMV, without mentioning any teacher. We can be sure, 
however, that Abhinava did learn this practice from his Trika teacher, for he tells us a 
little further ahead that ‘I have revealed this division (bheda) based on the vital breath 
under the custody of Khecaricakra in this way at the divine command of the venerable 
Sambhunatha.’ (10/226cd-227ab)) 

** Bhagavadutpala quotes Kallata as saying this in his Pradipikà on the Stanzas on 
Vibration (translation p. 159). 

20 TA 10/188cd-190ab is derived from MVV 1/982cd-983 that reads: 


tatradyah paramadvaitanirvibhagarasatmakah M 
antyas tu grahyatadatmydn na prthak pravibhavyate | 
upüntyas tatsvarüpasya grahakah paribhavyate | 


"There (in that context), the first (of these moments) is that of supreme 
nonduality, which is the undivided aesthetic delight (rasa) (of consciousness). The last 
(moment) is at one with the object of knowledge, and so is not discerned separately. The 
penultimate one is discerned to be the perceiver of its essential nature.” MVV 
1/982cd 983. 

3! MV 2/7b; also quoted above TAv ad 1/196. The whole passage (MV 2/1-9) is quoted 
in TÀv ad 10/5; see there and note. 
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degree in which objectivity intensifies. Surely (one may ask), three tutis are 
deployed here, as (the pair) Siva and Sakti, and as the Innate Nature. Thus, with 
respect to the remaining twelve, that is, the (six) perceivers and their powers, 
that are going to be described further ahead, there would be one extra ruri." 
(Now,) is that included within the Innate Nature (which is objective), or is it 
allotted to the subjective aspect? (It is said in response to this) question that, 
although the last remaining (moment) cannot be described, (the yogi) discerns it 
prior (to its arising by experiencing) the preceding penultimate moment as 
having occurred in adherence (prariga) with the last moment, by perceiving that 
(the last moment is about to take place but) has not yet come. (The last moment 
can only be known in this way.) it ‘cannot be perceived’ (directly). (The 
penultimate moment cannot be perceived) ‘separately’, that is, from the last 
moment. (It is) ‘penultimate’ (upantya), that is, (very) close to the last 
(moment). It is the fifteenth moment, which is a tuti (within the breath). There 
the rest (of the moments) attain a state of (fully empowered) propensity 
(ucchünátà) (ready for outer manifestation), and having done so, at the end, 
(pure) objectivity itself pours forth. This is the sense. 

In this way, he (now) analyses the remaining twelve moments (in the 
breath) (tuti), as the Mantramahesvara (subjects) and their (corresponding) 
powers. 


qia sp aes q Wf 0629 | 
aara aire | 


trtiyam ksanam àrabhya ksanasatkam tu yat sthitam || 190 Il 
tan nirvikalpam prodgacchad vikalpacchadandtmakam | 


The six moments?" from the third (to the eighth) are non-discursive 
(nirvikalpa), and consist of the (progressive) falling away of the obscuration 
of discursive ideation (vikalpa)."* (190cd-191ab) 


?? Siva, Sakti, the first two, and the pure objectivity which is the Own Nature (svarüpa), 
three separate moments (turi). The twelve moments that follow the first two correspond 
to the six subjects and their powers, leaving one moment extra (16 -15 = 1), which is the 
penultimate. 

* These six moments represent the first three powerholders, that is, Great Lords of 
Mantra, Lords of Mantra and Mantra, along with their respective powers. These 
perceivers are the experiencing subjects of the three pure principles, that is, Sadasiva 
(who experience that ‘I am all this (universe)’, with an emphasis on the subjective 
aspect), I$vara (who experience that ‘all this (universe) is me’, with an emphasis on the 
objective aspect), and Pure Knowledge (Suddhavidya) (who experience that ‘I am all 
this (universe) and all this (universe) is me', in which the subjective and objective 
aspects are equally balanced). The pure principles are aspects of the experience of 
oneness of subject and object, and so are in the domain of pure nondiscursive 
(nirvikalpa) consciousness. 

° Instead of this verse, the MVV continues: 


Gdyam ca saptakam tatra nirvikalpakatàrn gatam | 
kramonmisadvikalpamsacchayacchadanakovidam I| 
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"The third' (moment) is such with respect to the first and second. 
(This) group of six moments (consists of the three) powerholders and (their 
three respective) powers. 

Surely, one may ask, how can one ascend here? The obscuration of 
thought constructs would (inevitably) be present. With this doubt in mind, he 
says: 


wea ferred fe nA fac. 0 $92 odi 


tad eva Sivariipam hi parasaktyatmakam viduh | 191 Il 


(The wise) know these (six moments) to be Siva's nature, which is 
the Supreme Power.^* (191cd) 


The traditional teaching is that that group of six moments are made of 
Pure Knowledge (suddhavidyà), and so, in terms of the powerholder and (his) 
power, they progressively (attain) Siva's nature itself, and so too that of Sakti. 

Having in this way explained (the nature) of one group of six moments, 
he (now) talks about the next one also. 


farei memi TTT | 
AREA PEET TAT 11222 |i 


dvitiyarn madhyamam satkam parāparapadātmakam | 
vikalparüdhir apy esà kramāt prasphutatam gata | 192 |l 


The second, middle group of six moments is the plane of the 
Intermediate (parapara) (power). (It corresponds to the phase of the) 
development of discursive thought (vikalpa) that has become progressively 
more evident.” (192) 


"The first group of seven there has assumed a state (of consciousness) devoid 
of thought constructs. It is skilled in covering over, as it gradually unfolds, the shade of 
the aspect (of consciousness) which is thought. MVV 1/984 
* This line is a literal reproduction of MVV 1/985ab. These six moments are Pure 
Knowledge, and so arise progressively by Siva's power, and thus are the Supreme 
Power, which according to the scripture is Siva by nature. Thus, although thought 
constructs are present at this level, they are in the process of being consumed by Siva's 
power, and so do not obstruct the development of higher levels of consciousness that are 
free of thought constructs, which are themselves aspects of that same power. 

?* TA 10/192 is developed from MVV 1/985cd-986ab, that reads: 


dvitiyam saptakam tatra paraparapadatmakam | 
vikalpa iti samgitam iti bhedo 'vabhasyate | 


"The second group of seven there is the (intermediate) plane. (Both) supreme 
and inferior (pardpara), it is said to be (the plane of) thought. (In this way) duality 
(bheda) is made manifest MVV 1/985cd-986ab 
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It is the middle (group) because it is located between the first group of 
six (moments) and the penultimate one. Thus, it is said to be ‘the plane of the 
Intermediate (parapara) (power)', because the first group of six (moments) is 
Supreme, and the Innate Nature which consists of the last and penultimate 
moments is the Lower (power and level) (apara). "The development of 
discursive thought (vikalpa) is due to its nature as Maya. (It becomes more 
evident) ‘progressively’ to the degree in which objectivity (idanta) becomes 
(more) prominent. 

Surely (one may ask), as Siva's nature is undivided, Sakti is the seed 
there (of each) division. (However) the flow (of Sakti) is threefold as will, 
knowledge and action, so what occasion is there to determine that there are 
(these) groups of six (moments)? With this question in mind, he says: 


E VN 
TA Ta tafe: waar d 

MAR ag PI: wzmai WaT: 11293 |i 
satke ‘tra prathame devyas tisrah pronmesavrttitàm | 
nimesavrttitàr cāśu sprsantyah satkatam gatah || 193 |l 


Here, with regards to the first group of six (moments), the three 
Goddesses are in the act of unfolding (pronmesa), and (then), quickly 
touching the state of closure (in on themselves) (nimega), they become a 
group of six (forms of awareness).”” (193) 


‘The act of unfolding’ refers to the condition of power. The ‘closing 
in’ refers to the condition of the powerholder.”* 


The first group of six moments is at the Para (Supreme) level, the last and 
penultimate at the Apara (Inferior) level, thus the second group of six moments between 
them is at the Parapara (Intermediate) level. Discursive ideation (vikalpa) becomes 
progressively more evident as objectivity (idanta) becomes prominent. 
^" nimesavrttitarn cau sprsantyah, literally ‘in the course of quickly making contact 
with the state of closure’. The three Goddesses as Para (Supreme), Parapara (Middling), 
and Apara (Inferior) correspond to the energies of will, knowledge and action. 

?*' The unfolding condition (pronmesa) corresponds to that of power (Sakti), whereas the 
closed-in condition (nimesa) corresponds to that of the possessor of power. The former 
is the immanent outpouring of the power of consciousness, as the three goddesses of its 
three energies, into the three domains of manifestation of unity, unity-in-diversity and 
duality, of the perceiver, the means of perception and its object. Just as the unfolding of 
power marks the development of outer immanent manifestation into objectivity, its 
closing in reverses it back into the transcendental subjectivity of the possessor of power. 
This dynamism is experienced as taking place within consciousness. In other words, it is 
experienced by consciousness itself within itself as it own activity. In other words, it is 
the self-reflective awareness of the supreme subjectivity as ‘I am everything and 
everything is me’. As we shall see, the following group of six moments mark the same 
dynamism, when it is experienced externally, that is, objectively, not subjectively. It is 
the experience that ‘that objectivity is everything and everything is that objectivity.’ At 
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He applies the same (principle) elsewhere (to the case of the other group 
of six moments). 


wd aiaee f cu maam | 
srr WDEDCNTWETSD RET: Hd £x odi 
SRST WD Wm: ASAIO: | 


Raids qp EAT: 0 £94 di 


evar dvitiyasatke ‘pi kim tv atra grühyavartmanà | 
uparagapadam prapya parüparatayà sthitah l| 194 ll 
Gdye ‘tra satke tà devyah svatantryollasamatratah | 
Jighrksite ‘py upadhau syuh pararüpád avicyutah |l 195 || 


The same also occurs during the second six (moments); however, 
here (in this case, it takes place by following) the path of objectivity. Once 
the plane on which (the Goddesses) are tainted (with the object of 
knowledge) has been reached, they abide as Parapara. (However,) here (in 
the case of) the first group of six, even though these Goddesses are about to 
be affected by the adjunct (of objectivity), they do not fall from Para's 
nature, because this takes place by the outpouring of the freedom 
(svatantrya) (of consciousness) alone. (194-195) 


Surely (one may ask), if the same three goddesses are present in the two 
groups of six (moments) by virtue of the dynamism (vrtti) of the unfolding and 
withdrawal (that takes place) in the same way, then let there be just one group of 
six, what is the purpose of the second one? With this doubt in mind, he says 
‘however here (in this case, it takes place by following) the path of 
objectivity’. 

Surely, if these stages, that is, will, knowledge and action, are separate 
(and distinct), then there is no (added) excellence to knowledge when the will is 
placed within it, and to action when both are placed within it. (Indeed,) they 
would be destroyed, for it is said that: 

‘This is because it is (thereby) established in increasingly lower 
principles, as it was established in the previous (higher ones). Otherwise, they 
would not continue to exist, due to the destruction of the previous (higher and 
subtler categories). 


With this doubt in mind, he says: 


afte afta: aera d 
a faar: iga at eee di 


its most developed level, it is as if there is no perceiver. One cannot resist pointing out 
that this is the perspective of most modern Western science. 
?" This verse is quoted above in TAv 10/3-5 as part of a longer passage; see there. 
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asti catiSayah kascit tasam apy uttarottaram | 
yo vivekadhanair dhiraih sphutikrtyapi darsyate |l 196 Il 


The wise, who are rich in discrimination, have clearly explained 
that of those (three Goddesses), the previous with respect to what follows 
possesses a certain (superior) excellence. (196) 


(The teaching) here is of two kinds. (Now) he presents the other view. 
dfc qfi mà emu wé | 
meen fafifana aa wmm fag: 11299 1 


kecit tv ekam tutim grahye caikam api grahitari | 
tüdütmyena viniksipya saptakam saptakam viduh || 197 ll 


Some (maintain that), placing the moment (tuti) in the subject and 
that within the object together as one (with each other), (the remaining 
fourteen moments) consist of two groups of seven. (197) 


‘Some (maintain) that there (in that case), ‘placing’ the fifteenth 
‘moment’, which is the penultimate, and the one ‘within the object’, which is 
the last moment, (corresponding to) the Innate Nature, ‘together as one (with 
each other)’, that is, by making the last and penultimate one, just as we have 
described, (they) define it as the Innate Nature. Then, out of the remining 
fourteen, they define the first group of seven moments as the seven pertaining to 
the perceiver, and the other as the seven pertaining to its power. Such is one 
view. Thus, placing a certain (subtle) moment in the subjective aspect, and so 
by implication, defining the one in the last (moment) as the Innate Nature, and 
the other fourteen in the same way (as the aforestated view), (we arrive at) 
another view. 

Surely (one may ask), if (there are various views) in this way, then 
which of these is (most reasonably) adequate (upapanna)? 


qeu gafa Hears BAe: | 
acu age wa fe wien: 129 i 


tad asyam siiksmasamvittau kalandya samudyatah | 


* This view amounts to considering the final moment (turi), in which the object is 
prominent, to be one with its essential nature, that is, the subject, which is represented 
by the penultimate moment. Abhinava has attributed this teaching, in the form in which 
he presents it, to his Trika teacher Sambhunatha. This reference to others who hold 
different views on the subject makes one wonder who they may have been. Whoever 
they were, it clearly indicates that such teachings were being orally transmitted. One 
wonders what else was being transmitted and who were the people involved. As this 
teaching is part of Trika, it would appear that there were other Trika lineages in Kashmir 
in Abhinava's day. 
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samvedayante yad riipam tatra kim vagvikatthanaih l| 198 Il 


(Yogis) who are intent on discerning (one by one) (kalandya) (the 
aspects that arise progressively) within this subtle consciousness experience 
(its) form (in this way, and so establish that it is so). So what is the use of 
arguing?’ (198) 


Whatever is established (siddhyati) by (the direct) experience 
(sarnvedana) of those yogis who experience (the entire range of levels) in this 
way is the valid authority (pramàna) (in this case), nothing else. So what is the 
use of (mere) words, devoid of (personal) experience, whether they be our 
babble or that of others? Thus, (he implicitly) indicates that our view, that is, the 
one expounded previously, is proved by personal experience 
(svasamvedanasiddha), which informs us that the one subject, in a disturbed and 
undisturbed condition (i.e. propense to manifestation and resting in itself), is 
both power and powerholder, respectively. Thus, from this point of view, these 
two moments should always be considered together and not separately. Such is 
the inner nature of the penultimate moment. It is the preceding potential 
condition (ucchünatà) of the final instant, which blossoms forth as the plenitude 
(of fully expanded consciousness). Enough (then) of much (talk). 

(Now) he concludes this (teaching). 


ws R sur sort i 
TRISH Sa TEMA 00249 0i 


evam dharadimiilantam prakriyà pranagamini | 
guruparvakramat proktà bhede pañcadaśātmake ll 199 || 


Such is said to be the configuration (prakriyà) of the fifteen aspects 
pertaining to the principles from Earth to Nature (Prakrti) within the vital 
breath, according to the line of (our) teachers.” (199) 


By (saying) that (this teaching) is ‘according to the line of (our) 
teachers', its connection to what is the commonly accepted and established 
(view) is effected. Having taught in this way the fifteen-fold (division), he (goes 
on) to teach (the nature) of the thirteen-fold and the rest (of the divisions). 


%1 [n other words, this view is based on personal experience. This may well have been 
Abhinava's, or at least that of his teacher Sambhunatha. Anyway, this personal 
experience informs us that the one subject, in a disturbed and undisturbed condition (i.e. 
propense to manifestation or resting in itself), is both power and powerholder, 
respectively. Thus, from this point of view, these two moments should always be 
considered together and not separately. Such is the inner nature of the penultimate 
moment. It is the preceding potential condition of the final instant, which blossoms forth 
as the plenitude of fully expanded consciousness. 

%? Above in 10/186cd-187ab, Abhinava declared that he is going to present this 
teaching as it was taught to him by Sambhunatha. Clearly, ‘the line of teachers’ can only 
be that of his Trika lineage. 
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wa Super pGD vane d 


kramat tu bhedanyünatve nyünatà syàt tutisv api | 


As the divisions gradually decrease, so do the moments (tufi) 
decrease also." (200ab) 


‘As the divisions gradually decrease’ to the thirteen-fold, eleven-fold 
and so on, (so do the moments) ‘decrease’ by being placed within (and merging 
into) the polarity corresponding to (their) the Innate Nature. As two divisions, 
for example (those of) the Conditioned (perceiver) and its power, decrease, so 
too two moments (decrease correspondingly). As he will say (further ahead): 


"Just as the divisions decrease two by two in this way, so also the 
moments (rufis) clearly decrease successively two by two.’?** 


(This happens) because the moments are placed, two by two, into the 
polarity corresponding to (their) the Innate Nature. The decrease amounts to the 
loosening of the tenacious abiding (of consciousness) as a (lower level) 
perceiver, not the destruction of the Innate Nature. The number of moments 
(rufi) in the movement of the breath, which is thirty-six finger breadths (in 
length), remains thus (tdvat) unaffected. Thus, (what is happening) here (in this 
case) is that by the dissolving away of the Conditioned and other perceivers 
affected by discursive thought (vikalpapramatr), the perceivers free of 
discursive thought emerge progressively (at ever) higher (levels), to the degree 
in which consciousness abounds (udreka). 

He says that: 


Ter ot facts wpzdr afer: 11 200 |i 


tasyam hraso vikalpasya sphutatà cávikalpinah | 200 ll 


%3 TĀ 10/200ab = MVV 1/987cd, where the second half of the line reads: tufinám api 
yo matah instead of nyünatà syat tutisv api. The whole verse reads: 


kramát tu bhedanyünatve tutinam api yo matah | 
vikalpasya ca nirhráso nirvikalpopalaksanam | 


“As duality (bheda) gradually diminishes, so do the rufis also. This is 
considered to be the shortening of thought (vikalpanirhrasa), which implicitly 
characterizes (the state of consciousness) devoid of thought constructs. MVV 1/987cd- 
988ab. 


Thus, the ruis clearly decrease two by two as the aspects progressively 
decrease two by two. Thus, as the subjects, commencing with the Conditioned one on 
the plane of discursive ideation (vikalpa), dissolve away, and so progressively ascend to 
higher levels, the subjects free of discursive ideation (nirvikalpa) emerge as pure 
consciousness becomes progressively more prominent. 

% Below 10/205. 
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As the (duality of the perceiver's) ideation (vikalpa) decreases, 
nonconceptual (consciousness) (nirvikalpa) (becomes increasingly) evident. 
(200cd) 


This happens as the division of the perceivers (pramatr) decreases. 

Surely (one may ask), here (in this case), in this way the condition of 
the sixteen moments (tuti) is like that of the fifteen-fold, so how can the 
tenacious abiding (of consciousness) as the Conditioned and other (lower-level 
perceivers) be loosened, due to which the (state) free of discursive thought 
becomes (increasingly) evident and discursive ideation decreases? With this 
doubt in mind, he says: 


"ar fe agad: memga: d 
Amda quud ufum gd 202 II 
wem AFAN mur ded SAT: | 
amaaa wai AAT 0 202 d 


yatha hi ciraduhkhartah pascàd attasukhasthitih | 
vismaraty eva tad duhkham sukhavisrantivartmana || 201 || 
tathà gatavikalpe ‘pi rūdhāh samvedane janah | 
vikalpavisrantibalat tam sattàr nabhimanvate || 202 II 


Just as a person long afflicted by suffering, who subsequently 
regains (his normal) state of health (sukha), forgets that pain because he 
rests in (his present) happiness, so is it with those people who are 
established in (pure) consciousness (sarnvedana), in which ideation (vikalpa) 
has ceased, have no notion of (even its) existence (satta), because it has (all) 
come to rest.“ (201-202) 


(A person who regains his health forgets) ‘that pain’ he experienced 
previously for so long. (Similarly, when dualistic thought) ‘has (all) come to 
rest’, that is, ceased, (it does so so completely that there is no notion of even 
the) ‘existence’ of ideation. Pain experienced in the past leaves behind its latent 
trace (in the memory), but even though it (may be) well developed, it is as if 
non-existent, because it is not reawakened due to the power of the rest (one 
experiences) in the pleasure (of the present). Similarly, for those who are on the 
plane free of ideation (nirvikalpa), because ideation has ceased, conceptual 
being (vaikalpiki satt) does not arise, even in the presence of that disturbance 
(which arouses thought). So it is that they directly perceive pure consciousness 
free of all thought forms, by virtue of which this imperfection of transmigratory 
(samisára) existence comes to an end. 

Thus, one must pay careful attention just here. Thus, he says: 


%5 TA 10/201-202 is MVV 1/988cd-990ab. MVV reads vrttir — ‘state’ for sattári — 
‘existence’. 
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aranana ufa 
fanaa Tata | 
AAAI aa cr 11 203 l 


vikalpanirhrasavasena yati 

vikalpavandhyà paramarthasatya | 
samvitsvarüpaprakatatvam ittham 

tatravadhane yatatam subuddhih || 203 II 


Ultimate reality, devoid of ideation, becomes the clearly evident 
state of the essential nature of consciousness in this way by (the 
progressive) decrease of ideation. The wise man should make an effort to 
pay close attention there (to that process)."* (203) 


Nor is that just our own idea. Thus, he says: 
"remet TIT WISIN | 
TU HD a Tare VATA Wd: | ev II 


grahyagrahakasamvittau sambandhe s@vadhanata | 
iyam sã tatra tatroktà sarvakamadugha yatah | 204 || 


This is the attention that is said in various places (in the 
scriptures) one must pay to the relationship between the perception of the 
object and the perceiver, for (this attention is the veritable) wish-granting 
cow who fulfils every desire. (204) 


(This taught in) 'various places (in the scriptures) such as the 
Vijfünabhairava. As is said (there): 


"The perception of subject and object is common to all embodied 
beings. What distinguishes yogis (from the others is that they pay careful) 
attention to (their) relationship. ^* 


2 TA 10/203 = MVV 1/990. 
% TĀ 10/204ab = MVV 1/991ab MVV 1/991cd reads: iyan sā bhanyate tatra 
yathestaphalayogatah — ‘It is said there (with regards to that in the Vijñānabhairava) in 
relation to (whatever) fruit (yogis) desire’ for iyarh sã tatra tatroktà sarvakamadugha 
yatah I 
*8 VB 106 (105) TA 10/204 is a paraphrase of VB 106 (105), quoted by Jayaratha in 
full. It is also cited in MM p. 154 and in SSüvi on sūtra 1/18. A variant of the first line 
is quoted in TAy ad 4/212. 

In Sivopadhyaya’s version of this verse, we find the reading viseso ‘sti for 
viseso ‘yarn, found here and in Anandabhatta’s version. The latter reading is also found 
in the citation of this verse in the MM p. 154 and in the SSüvi on sūtra 1/18. A variant 
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Those who are firmly rooted on the plane of Maya find rest (even) in 
the presence of the disturbance (engendered by the interaction between) subject 
and object (by recollecting that) "This is the object and that is the subject". 
Again, those who are established on the plane of consciousness beyond thought 
should pay attention, even when that disturbance occurs, to (the place) from 
which the emergence (udaya) of subject and object (as distinct polarities 
occurs), or to where they come to rest, so that all the fruits one may desire are 
attained. 

Having explained that by the way, he goes back to the main point. 


wd xu xu maA uem 
magisa oft Saat HAT: PRAT II 204 |i 


evar dvayam dvayam yavan nyünibhavati bhedagam | 
tàvat tutidvayam yati nyünatàri kramasah sphutam | 205 || 


Just as the divisions decrease two by two in this way, so too the 
moments (tutis) clearly decrease successively, two (at a time). (205) 


The penultimate and the last two moments (ksana) (after) the twelve 
moments (ruri) associated with the powerholders and (their) powers, belong to 
the polarity (paksa) of the Innate Nature. Thus, two moments remain that are 
within Siva.” Accordingly he says: 


Penetration into Siva and Attainment of the Goddess of Intuition 
in the First Two of the Sixteen Phases of Perception 


ara wa freni fifa: fete 


ata eva sivaveso?? dvitutih parigiyate | 


Thus, penetration into Siva is said to take two tutis. (206ab) 


of the first line is quoted above in TAv ad 4/212. The expression ‘grahyagrahaka’ may 
be taken to be a copulative compound — ‘the object and the subject’, or as an attributive 
one — ‘the subject (i.e. perceiver of) the object’. It is found commonly in both senses in 
the text of the TÀ and even more so in Jayaratha's commentary. Indeed, the relationship 
between subject and object is a major object of attention here! Those who fail to attend 
to it carefully are lost in the world of objectivity, deprived of all but a trace of their 
essential subjectivity. Sivopadhyaya comments: “(The perception of subject and object) 
is ‘common’ and without difference for ‘all embodied beings’ ranging from Sadasiva up 
to a louse, whereas Yogis ‘(pay careful) attention’, that is, do not forget the nature of the 
perceiver.” 

*® Twelve rufis correspond to the six powerholders and their powers. The last and 
penultimate together correspond to the inner nature of the subject, thus making fourteen. 
What take: Place i in the two remaining moments is explained in the following verse. 

?* Read sivaveso for Sivavese. 
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Surely (one may ask), Siva is undivided and is one in essence (ekarasa), 
with completely full and unbroken consciousness. So how can there be two 
realities (artha) there? With this doubt in mind, he analyses the two moments 
(tuti) as the powerholder and (his) power. 


UR g A gfe pi Bsa up gg 208 odi 
fadrar meds uds d 


ekà tu sā tutis tatra pürnà suddhaiva kevalam |l 206 Il 
dvitiyà saktirüpaiva^ sarvajnánakriyátmikà | 


There, the first (of these) moments is (completely) pure and full. 
The second is Sakti, who is universal knowledge and action. (206cd-207ab) 


(The first moment is) 'pure', in the sense that it is completely 
undisturbed (by duality), because it is full (and all-encompassing). The 
‘disturbed’ (state corresponds to) the plane of Sakti, who, as is said, is 
‘universal knowledge and action' ^? 

Thus, one who is attentive here (to the second moment) possesses (the 
subjectivity) which is the agency and knowledge of all things (visaya). Thus he 
says: 


wemmafedr anit fa a aft wars ar i 20 d 


tasyam avahito yogi kir na vetti karoti và || 207 ll 
What does the yogi who pays attention to this not know or do? 
Nor is there any inconsistency here. Thus he says 

Wem ke ewer Ara fea: | 

FN: adamda Je: WAS Te: IRo od 


tathā coktam kallatena śrīmatā tutipatagah | 
làbhah sarvajiiakartrtve tuteh pato ‘para tutih || 208 || 


The venerable  Kallata has said the same (in the 
Tattvarthacintamani): “one attains omniscience and omnipotence when the 


25! Read Saktiriipaiva for sivarüpaiva. 

252 The disturbed or aroused state of Siva's full and perfect consciousness is that of His 
power, one with Him, in which the powers of the plenitude of consciousness are aroused 
and active. Sakti is said here to be sarvajñānakriyātmikā — ‘all knowledge and action by 
nature.’ The meaning is that every perception and every action is Sakti. 
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moment passes (fufipata)"," whereby is meant the second moment.” 
(207cd-208) 


23 The word for ‘passes’ here is ‘pata’, which literally means ‘fall’. The sense here is 
simply of the passing of the (first) moment (ruripáta) (rather than its ‘fall’), in order to 
achieve entry into the second. This line is also quoted in the PTv p. 103. Instead of the 
reading here, ie. rutipüte sarvajfatüdayah, there we find the variant: tufipáte 
sarvajniatvasarvakartrtva-labha[h]. Abhinava quotes it again in MVV 1/177ab, where 
the reading is tutipate ‘pi sarvajfasarvakartrtvalabdhrtà. See above, note to 4/151, for a 
translation of the passage where it appears. 

2 The Yogi attains omnipotence etc. in the second moment, because he witnesses 
himself then as consciousness, that is, as the means of knowledge (pramána) which 
relates subject and object. The following moment (after he has experienced his essential 
nature this way), he attains all the attributes of consciousness, because he recognizes 
himself then to be that consciousness. The recognition that everything that takes place is 
a manifestation of the cognitive activity of consciousness is the goal of the practice of 
the Empowered Means, which is achieved by the purification of thought. This amounts 
essentially to the removal of doubt. In this context, doubt is not just the uncertainty 
about what to do or the nature of something. Obscuring the capacity for intuitive insight 
(pratibha) of consciousness, it generates thought constructs and so is the fundamental 
cause and result of its contraction and all its consequences. Abhinava explains: 


“We will now describe here the plane of Supreme Speech wherein abides the 
non-conventional, permanent, authentic and pure conscious nature. Each and every 
thing is of the nature of all things. This (realization) is permanently manifest in 
(Bhairava), who is pure consciousness, while this supreme and venerable Goddess, even 
though she is endowed with the most excellent form of oneness, encompasses within 
herself (all the levels of Speech), from the Voice of Vision (pasyanti) onwards, with the 
corresponding unfolding of the Middle (parapara) and other (energies), and so, being 
such, consists of the totality of every single thing that constitutes the endless variety (of 
manifestation). One cannot say of her that that which is not there is elsewhere. 

“Contemplate this, the first (and highest level) called ‘intuition’ (pratibha), 
which is the Goddess Consciousness, who is devoid of (even a tiny) trace of the 
impurity of contraction. In this way, whatever (exists), mobile (living) and immobile 
(inert), resides within consciousness, which is one with the venerable Lord Bhairava, in 
an absolute, undecaying (eternal) form, consisting of the essence of (its) vitality (virya) 
alone. (This is so) because it is inferred to be in that state by the perception of each of 
the infinite variety (of aspects) that are perceptible when the emanation of the many 
phenomena takes place, (as initially each) entity (vastu) is about to arise, (and then 
progressively becomes) slightly evident, then slightly more and more, and then evident, 
and so on. Those who have attained the most excellent (state) of (contemplative) 
attention (avadhana) (to the progressive development of manifestation) in this way, all 
of a sudden (realise it to be) the uncontracted ultimate reality (of consciousness), which 
is its uncreated nature. (These are the yogis) who have been purified by supreme grace, 
who with the pestle of progressive practice (abhyasakrama) have (gradually) crushed 
the stain of doubt (vicikitsa), which has countless synonyms, such as ‘uncertainty’ 
(apratyaya), ‘the tremor’ (lack of confidence) (kampa) and so on. However, the plane of 
consciousness attained by those who are still in doubt is instead subject to contraction, 
due to (the objective) reality that has manifested to just a limited degree (within it, and 
80) is not (the manifestation of) uncreated (consciousness). As the venerable Kallata has 
said: ‘one attains omniscience and omnipotence when the (first) moment passes 
(literally: *falls')'* PTv p. 102-104 
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As is said in the Tattvarthacintamani: 
"When the moment passes, (the yogi attains) omniscience and the 


rest. 5 


Abhinava further explains in the Mdlinivijayavartika (1/175cd-177) that: 


asty eva piirvakotyarh hi sarvam eva vyavasthitam 1175 Il 
tathahi svagrhat kvàpi yiyasoh prathamaksane | 

yavat kiricana kartavyam yac ca tanmadhyavrtti tu 1376 || 
tutipate ‘pi sarvajiasarvakartrtvalabdhrtà | 

tata eva visesámisaniskampakusalütmanam 177 Il 


"Everything is contained in the first moment. For instance, when one wishes to 
leave his house for a certain place, he (will) to some extent (kiricana) (know) in the first 
moment how far he has to go and what lies in between. For this reason, those who 
possess unswerving (niskampa) skill in (noting) minute details ‘attain, even in a 
moment, omniscience and the universal power to act’. 


This practice begins in the sphere of the Empowered Means and finds its 

completion in the sphere of the Divine Means (Sambhavopáya). Thus, the following 
verses of the MVV go on to describe the immediate realisation that takes place in the 
sphere of the Divine Means, using the same example of the skilled jeweller who 
discerns the value of a gem in a moment, found above in verse 1/184cd-185ab (which is 
a variant of MVV 1/179); cf. also above, 1/229. 
%5 tuțipāte sarvajfiatádayah. A more complete version of this aphorism is quoted by 
Bhagavadutpala in commentary on SpKa 22: tutipüte 
sarvajnatvasarvakartrtvasarvesitádayah | ‘When (the first) moment passes (falls 
‘transits), (the yogi attains) omniscience, universal agency and lordship etc." 

Bhagavadutpala comments: ‘This (state), endowed with the omniscience and 
other (attributes of pure consciousness), is elsewhere termed the 'Passing of the 
Moment’ (rutipáta). When (the first) moment passes, (the yogi attains) omniscience, 
universal agency and lordship etc., and (so) that should be examined with reverence, in 
accord with the Master's teachings.' (Dyczkowski: 1992a: 159) 

The context in which this aphorism is quoted tells us much about the practice. 
In the context in which Bhagavadutpala presents it, the ‘moment’ that passes here refers 
to the state of consciousness just when intense emotions begin to arise. Here Abhinava 
is telling us that that is the state of Siva consciousness free of thought constructs. From 
the citations that Bhagavadutpala has conveniently brought together for us in his 
commentary on SpKa 22, we observe that this practice is well accepted by Kashmiri 
Kaulas of this period. 

We also observe a development of doctrine. This becomes apparent if we 
arrange the citations in chronological order. The earliest source cited here is the 
Vijfiánabhairava. There can be little doubt that it predates the Spandakarikà, that has 
drawn from it. We have noted that the Kumdarikakhanda of the Manthdnabhairavatantra 
considers the VB to be a Trika Tantra on the same level of the MV, suggesting its 
antiquity. As far as I have been able to observe, this practice in this form is not found 
any other surviving Tantra of the early period. The meditation taught in the VB is 
quoted by Bhagavadutpala, as follows: 


‘Just when anger begins and ends, when in fear, grieving, (facing a) deep pit, or 
fleeing from battle, when (intensely) curious, or when hunger starts or ends, the Being 
of the Brahman stands close at hand.” (VB 118) (116) 
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He explains that by saying *whereby is meant the second moment'. 
The passing (pāta), that is, waning away (apacaya) and decrease (Arása), of the 
first moment (continues) up to the second moment. 

Surely (one may ask), how does the one who is attentive to the second 
moment attain omniscience and the rest? Surely, that is how it is in the first 
moment. With this doubt in mind, he says: 


ammai g JÀ ad ada: wie | 
Td fa aa deb at ard aT TE 11 208 |i 


ādyāyārh tu tutau sarvam sarvatah pürnam ekatam | 
gatam kim tatra vedyam và karyam và vyapadesabhak || 209 |l 


In the first moment all has become one and complete (pürza) in all 
respects, so what object of awareness or action can be taught there? (209) 


The Spandakarika (verse 22) teaches: 


‘Spanda is stable in that state one enters when extremely angry, intensely 
excited, running, or wondering what to do." 


As we can see, there is no reference to Spanda in the VB. Although the VB 
does teach that Bhairava is omnipresent and nothing exists apart from Him ((124) (122), 
and that cosmic waves arise out of him like waves of the sea or flames from a fire (110) 
(109)), the VB strongly emphasises tranquil *waveless' (nistaranga) pure consciousness 
free of thought as the goal. As Bhairava says to the goddess, concerning the 112 
meditations he has taught: 


*O Goddess! I have revealed (these) one hundred and twelve teachings 
concerning (the state) free of the waves (of the fluctuations of thought), knowing which 
a person possesses the knowledge (that frees from bondage).' (139) (137) 


The other two sources Bhagavadutpala quotes in his commentary can safely be 
assumed to postdate the Spandakarika. Both of them present the experience of Spanda 
as the fundamental realisation of successful practice. One is the Hymn to the Mysteries 
(Rahasyastotra), of unknown authorship, that declares: 


"They say that the state of unconditioned (mental) activity that one reaches 
when overcome with anger, intense joy, or reflects on what to do, is (O Lord) Your 
vibration (spanda), that bestows the inner strength of one's own nature (ütmabala)." 


He also quotes the following, but does not tell us where it is from or who wrote 


"Whenever, wherever and for whatever reason, all the powers (of 
consciousness) dissolve (back into it), the emergence of the pulse of consciousness 
(spandatattva) is at that time and in that very place, clearly apparent.’ For: ‘The senses, 
pained by anger, delighted by pleasure, and confused by uncertainty become intensely 
active." 
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(He mentions the) ‘object of awareness and action’ in relation to 
knowledge and action in due order. 

In this way, it is the second moment which is the instrumental cause of 
the accomplishment (siddhi) of omniscience and the rest. Thus he says: 


The Arising of the Others Perceivers in the Subsequent Moments 


Smp agorar MAA qnod 
Rafa sai eat ada ASÀ 11 220 di 
aa wr. freien qdtufegfe | 
"enfasreeresREW-nWmem: PART: 11 992 0i 


ato bhedasamullasakalam prathamikim budhah | 

cinvanti pratibham devin yajnatvadisiddhaye I 210 Il 
saiva Saktih Sivasyokta ti itutisv atha | 

256 mantradhinathatacchaktimantresadyah kramoditah V 211 Il 


Thus, the wise contemplate (and discern) (cinvanti) the first (energy 
of the initial) outpouring of duality (in the second moment) in order to 
attain omniscience and the rest. This is the Goddess Intuition (Pratibha). 
She is said to be Siva's power. 

In the subsequent moments, from the third onwards, the 
Mahamantresas (mantradhinatha) and their powers, followed by the 
Mantresas and the rest, arise progressively. (210-211) 


It is called ‘the first (energy)' with respect to the aspect (aria) which 
is the outpouring of duality. The sense is that (it is) just here, that is, the 
division, which is meant to be indicated first of all. Thus, it is called ‘Intuition’, 
because it is capable of designing ever new forms." ‘She’ is the initial 
Intuition, which is the second (moment). Surely, it is said that Siva's power 
resides in the second moment. (So) what (is present) in the third and 
(subsequent moments)? With this doubt in mind, he says: ‘(In the subsequent 
moments), from the third onwards, (the Mahamantre$as and their powers, 
followed by the Mantresas and the rest, arise progressively )." 

Surely (one may ask), just as it is said that one who pays attention to the 
second (moment) possesses the accomplishment of omniscience etc., then in the 
same way, what would be the accomplishment (attained) in these moments? 
With this doubt in mind, he says: 


25 The printed edition and some MSs carry two readings here — mantradinatha- ‘the 
first Lord(s) of the Mantra etc. (perceivers)’, and mantradhinatha- ‘the higher 
(presiding) lord(s) of the Mantra etc. (perceivers).’ The second appears to be the better 
reading, and so has been accepted. The epithet clearly refers to the Mahamantresa 
perceivers. Cf. below ad 224ab, where the same expression occurs. 

37 Pratibha is the genius of Siva's creative imagination. Moreover, it is His power of 
omniscient insight into His own nature and things made manifest by Him. 
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Accomplishments by Attending to the Moments and 
Closing the Gap between Subject and Object 


ay euge | 
TEAN: TAWHSDTSTT 11 222 íi 


tàsu samdadhatas cittam avadhünaikadharmakam | 
tattatsiddhisamüvesah svayam evopajayate | 212 || 


Placing the mind (citta), solely intent on concentrated attention, in 
these (moments of perception), penetration (samdveSa) into their respective 
accomplishments (siddhi) takes place spontaneously. (212) 


"Their respective accomplishments’ are (each of) those (yogic) 
accomplishments (siddhi), such as the ability to make one's body heavy at will, 
taught in the chapter on meditation in the Málinivijayottara and in other 
scriptures, 

Now, surely, Siva’s power itself manifests as all things everywhere, and 
so because it is everywhere the same (in all circumstances), so how is it that the 
accomplishment of omniscience etc. would not arise (in the subsequent 
moments also)? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


STI Ws aM ege TAT SD | 
fant gegeman Aa 11 223 íi 


ata eva yatha bhedabahutvam düratà tathà | 
samvittau tutibahulyad aksarthasamnikarsavat || 213 Il 


Thus,"* just as distance is the (interposition) of many distinct (units 
of space between one thing and another), similarly, in the case of 
consciousness, (there is distance between ourselves and a direct experience 
of it,) due to the many moments (of the phases of perception that are 
interposed between it and ourselves that separate it from us, creating a 
gap.) like the separation (asamnikarsa) (we experience) between the senses 
and (their) objects. (213) 


(By saying) ‘thus’ (he gives a reason, namely that this distance within 
consciousness) is due to the progressive arising of the Great Lords of Mantra*” 
and the rest (of the perceivers). He induces (the disciple) to take this (teaching) 
to heart by means of an example, namely (that the phases of perception 
interposed between the second moment and ourselves, separating it from us, 
create a gap, which is) ‘like the separation (asarinikarsa) (we experience) 
between the senses and (their) objects’. The senses are separate from (their) 


75 See above, 10/21 Icd. 
*® Read mantradhinathadinam for mantradinathadinarn. 
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Object due to the presence of other interposed, concealing entities 
(vyavadhayaka). In the same way, because the many moments, caused by the 
many distinctions, are (an interposed) obscuration for yogis also; this is so ‘in 
the case of consciousness’. 

(He now) talks about what happens in the opposite case. 


"em wer fe aed gat end fre: | 
wem enfe ufa. eaa d 22% od 
fires: areata wddisus: | 


yathà yathà hi nyanatvam tutinam hrasato bhidah | 
tathà tathatinaikatyam samvidah syàc chivavadhi V 214 ll 
Sivatattvam atah proktam antikam sarvato ‘mutah | 


The more the separation (bhid) between the moments (of 
perception) diminishes, the closer consciousness approaches, until it finally 
ends in Siva. Thus the Siva principle is said to be the closest of them all. 
(214-215ab) 


*Thus, (the Siva principle) is said to be the closest (of all)’, because 
the closeness of consciousness is the cause of the decrease of separation. As no 
particular (case) is specified, (this applies) everywhere (in all cases, with respect 
to all the divisions and all things). As is said (in the Stanzas of Vibration): 


*. . . there is no state that is not Siva.’ 


Thus, because everything is Siva, no effort, which is the deception 
(dhaukana) of (the application of) means (to realisation) and the like, is required 
by great souls to penetrate into him. The application of effort (yatnayoga) is 
(required only) to attain what is distant. 

He says that: 


aa oua Weeds THAT fem 11 2H od 
"rep uem fe at AAMT Wem gd 


ata eva prayatno ‘yarn tatpravese na vidyate | 215 Il 
yathà yathà hi düratvam yatnayogas tathà tathà | 


Therefore, no effort is required to penetrate into Him. The 
application of effort (yatnayoga) is in proportion to the distance (between us 
and Him). (215cd-216ab) 


*® SpKa 29b. The whole verse reads: "Therefore there is no state in the thoughts of 
words or (their) meanings that is not Siva. It is the enjoyer alone who always and 
everywhere abides as the object of enjoyment." 
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‘Therefore’ there is no occasion (to apply any) means (to realisation), 
such as meditation or the like, with regards to Siva (directly). 
He says that: 


merece RA PTAA 11 226 di 
ata Ua fe Wem AIA ST: d 


bhavanakaranadinam sive niravakasatam | 216 Il 
ata eva hi manyante sampradayadhana janah | 


Thus, those who possess the wealth of a (true spiritual) lineage 
consider that meditation (bhàvana), a means (to realisation) (karana) or the 
like have no place in Siva.” (216cd-217ab) 


‘Meditation and the like’ is assiduous application to that which is to 
be achieved by meditation (bhāvyamāna) and the like. It is not right (to consider 
that Siva) can be attained by meditation or the like. It is not possible for him to 
be an object of meditation or the like, because (Siva) is one with the perceiver. 
(Somananda) says that: 


‘there is nothing to achieve by (any) means (karana) anywhere, or even 
by meditation (bhávana).?* 


Surely (one may ask), how is it that effort is applied only to what is 
distant, not to what is nearby? He quells this doubt by giving (an appropriate) 
example. 


wer fe grant wat weed Wem 11 Ve di 
Nerf er f purae | 

tatha hi dr$yatàm loko ghatader vedane yathà || 217 Il 
prayatnavan ivübháti tathà kin sukhavedane | 


So, as one can observe in everyday life, it seems as if one makes an 
effort to perceive (an outer object) such as a jar, but not so (an inner) 
pleasing sensation. (217cd-218ab) 


%! Abhinavagupta is referring here to ŚDr 7/6 (the second line of which is quoted by 
Jayaratha), and also to Somananda, who wrote it. See above, TÀv ad 2/48, where the 
entire passage is quoted. ‘(When something is) known to be gold just once, does 
(further) reflection (bhávaná) become a means (to know more)? When one has known 
(just) once, with firm understanding, Siva' s omnipresent state by means of (any) means 
of knowledge (pramana), the scripture or the words of the teacher, there is nothing to 
achieve by (any) means (karana) anywhere or even by meditation (bhavana).’ ŚDr 7/5- 
6 

%2 $Dr 7/6cd, also quoted in TÀv ad 15/274cd-275ab. $Dr 7/5-6 quote in TÀv ad 2/48. 
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‘One makes an effort’ because one is intent on the desire to know 
(something) and the like. 

Surely (one may ask), (all) one need accomplish is just (the sort of) 
interiority which is like (the inner experience of) pleasure, for example, so that 
the means may be (spontaneous and) pleasing (requiring no effort) 
(sukhopàya). 


Interiority and Externality as the Expansion and 
Contraction of Consciousness 


ammai wm. fade EOD 11 222 oi 
wi fpes aad AATA, | 


Gntaratvam idam prahuh sarvinnaikatyasàlitam | 218 Il 
tam ca cidrüpatonmesara bahyatvam tannimesatam | 


(The master Utpaladeva) says that interiority (anantratvam) is a 
state of close proximity to consciousness. It is the expansion (unmesa) of the 
conscious nature, whereas externality is (its) withdrawal (nimega).'* 
Q18cd-219ab) 


This interiority is said to be the radiant manifestation of consciousness, 
that is not far away. Thus it is said that '(the wise) say that interiority 
(anantratvam) is a state of close proximity to consciousness’. 

Surely (one may ask), in this way, its condition is the same as, for 
example, (the inner) experience of pleasure. With this doubt in mind, he says 
that (the wise) say that (this interiority) ‘is the expansion (unmesa) of the 
conscious nature'. What he means to say here (by declaring that interiority is) 
this state of close proximity to consciousness, is that it is (the state in which) the 
conscious nature is the fundamental (reality of all things). Thus, (with the 
words) ‘exteriority is (its) withdrawal (nimesa)', it is said that (what is meant 
here by) 'exteriority' is the submersion of consciousness. 

Although pleasure and the like are perceptible only to the inner (mental) 
organ, in accord with the saying that ‘exteriority is separation (bheda) from him 
(the perceiver)’, they possess the main characteristic of exteriority, namely, 


??' Ksemarája uses the term sukhopáya, ‘Pleasing Means’, in his Pratyabhijfiáhrdaya 
(KSTS p. 2) to denote the immediate recognition of one's identity as Siva, that is, what 
Abhinava terms No Means (anupáya). 

?* Abhinava refers to Utpaladeva in the standard honorific plural — prahuh — ‘they say’. 
He is referring to IP 3/1/3ab: ‘ISvara is opening outwards (unmesa), Sadāśiva is closing 
inwards (nimesa).’ See above, 6/167cd-168ab (167) and note. 

26 TP 1/8/8d. The whole verse states: ‘Even this (mental) representation (ullekha) within 
(the sphere of) discursive thought (vikalpa) is an external perception that is separate 
(prthak pratha) (from every other one and the perceiver). Interiority is a condition of 
oneness with the knowing subject (pramatraikyátmyam), exteriority is separation 
(bheda) from him.’ Utpaladeva himself explains: ‘Although the representation of a jar 
and the like within (the sphere of) discursive thought is not in the purview of (the 
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that they are perceived to be separate (and distinct from each other and the 
perceiver). Thus, it has been said elsewhere many times, that they are external. 

Surely, if this is so, namely that Siva's interiority amounts to the fact 
that the conscious nature is the fundamental (reality of all things), as that 
consciousness is self-luminous, it should be luminously (manifest) in all 
circumstances. Thus, all things are extremely close to it, why should it not shine 
(and manifest) at all times? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Siva only Apparently Distant 


fepe aasa 4 MAAAR gp? 9 11 


bhavinam tv antiko ‘py evam na bhatity atidüratà || 219 |l 


Even though (Siva) is close to those subject to transmigration 
(bhavin) in this way, he does not manifest (as such, and so the idea arises 
that He is) very far away. (219cd) 


(Siva is close) ‘in this way', that is, in the manner described. Those 
individuals who are subject to transmigration are for that reason devoid of this 
kind of reflective awareness (parámarsa), which is why it does not shine (and is 
not clearly manifest) in all circumstances (sarvatah). This is the sense. Thus, as 
they do not possess this self-awareness, consciousness appears to them to be 
distant, due to which this (external) clatter (dambara) of transmigratory 
existence is so great (iyat). As is said: 


"The mere absence of self-awareness alone is so great a sin that, having 
arisen in just such (a small) measure, (it is so much) words cannot describe it." 


Surely (one may ask), here (in daily life) distance is said to be of three 
kinds, due to distance in space, time and (divergence of) nature (svabhava), and 
yet (none of these are) possible in the case of (pure) consciousness, so how can 
you say that about it? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


quf uere wm CENT TEN | 


dūre ‘pi hy antikibhüte bhanam syat tv atra tat katham | 


senses) such as sight, even so, it is external, because it is a (form of) manifestation that 
is separate (from the subject). Indeed, interiority is the reflective awareness ‘I’ 
(aharivimarsa), (whereas) exteriority is (the reflective awareness) ‘this’. In this way, 
such things as jars possess both kinds of externality, namely, their condition as objects 
of cognition of the two instruments (of perception), namely, the external (senses) and 
the inner (mind). However, in the case of pleasure and the like, they are solely objects of 
the inner (mental) senses." 

?* This verse is quoted in MM p. 27, where it is identified as belonging to the 
Moksopaya, which is also called the Yogavasista. It cannot be traced in the printed 
edition in either its full version or the smaller one called Laghuyogavasista. 
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(Something) although distant, once it is close by, manifests (as 
such), but how is that possible here (in the case of consciousness, which is 
always present and near)? (220ab) 


Although an entity may be far away, by the dint of (one's) effort, (its) 
manifestation comes to be close by; in other words, it (can be said to be) in a 
state of close proximity. However, (this is not the case) within consciousness, 
which cannot be made distant, as there is no departing from it or the like. 

Thus, having refuted that there is distance (from us) in space within 
consciousness, (he sets about) to refute (its distance) in time also. 


Consciousness is Everywhere Full, Emergent 
and Devoid of Succession 


p dage | 330 I 
mf wdedfacpaun fEOn | 

Ae ag E q AFT: od o23* 1 
dfaa memi Rub fe ada: | 


na ca bijankuralatadalapuspaphaladivat || 220 Il 
kramikeyam bhavet samvit sütas tatra kilankurah | 
bijàl lata tv amkuràn no bijàd iha tu sarvatah I| 221 Il 
samvittattvam bhasamanam paripiirnam hi sarvatah | 


Moreover, consciousness (sarivid) is not successive (kramika), as are 
the seed, sprout, creeper, petals, flowers and fruit etc. The sprout is born 
from the seed, the creeper from the sprout, not from the seed. Here, in this 
case, consciousness (samvittattvam) manifests in all circumstances (sarvatah) 
as completely full (and perfect). (220cd-222ab) 


‘Consciousness is not successive (kramika) because it is not 
differentiated by time. He describes the successiveness of the seed and the rest 
with the words ‘(the sprout) is born (from the seed, the creeper from the 
sprout)'. If the creeper were to arise from the seed, then the sprout and the 
creeper would not be successive. This is the point. One should understand that, 
in the same way, the petals arise from the creeper, not from the sprout, which is 
why they are successive (in relation to one another). Consciousness, on the 
contrary, is not divided up in space and time, and so it shines everywhere at all 
times, which is why it is completely full (and perfect) in all circumstances. 

Surely (one may object that), because the effect did not exist previously 
(when the cause did) in the causal state (karanadasa), (it had not yet) come (into 
existence). Thus, because consciousness here (in daily life) is the effect, and 
(this) is occasional, a distance in time arises, because (consciousness) has arisen 
in that state (that is, as the manifestation of phenomena of which it is the cause). 
So how is it said that consciousness (saritvid) is not successive (kramika)? With 
this doubt in mind, he says: 
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ada uu se wdddfed Tq: d 233 0 


sarvasya karanam proktam sarvatraivoditam yatah | 222 Wl 


(Consciousness) is said to be the cause of all things because it is 
(constantly) emerging (into phenomenal existence) (udita) everywhere. 
(222cd) 


Now when consciousness is the effect, is consciousness itself the cause, 
or some other insentient entity? As we have established with sound argument 
many times before, it is unreasonable (to maintain that) an insentient (reality) 
can serve in this way as a cause. (Moreover,) it is illogical (to maintain) that 
there is a difference between one consciousness and another, thus consciousness 
is just one and undivided. So how can it be the cause of something or (indeed) 
the effect? The reality which is consciousness (sarnvittattva) is the cause of all 
things. This universe is nothing but the unfolding of its freedom (to be all things 
without that affecting its oneness). Thus it is said that ‘it is (constantly) 
emerging (into phenomenal existence) (udita) everywhere'. As (it has no 
particular) location, because it is emerging everywhere (constantly into 
phenomenal existence) (udita), distance between the innate nature (svabhdva) 
(of things) has also been refuted. 

Surely (one may object), let consciousness in the form of the subject be 
the cause of all things, but how then could it (also) assume the form of the 
resultant noetic consciousness (pramiti) of objects of knowledge, such as jars, 
that are distinct determinate (pratiniyata) entities? With this doubt in mind, he 
says: 


aa Ua uisump mR eet 
faery ata rads wa aq 11 223 0 


tata eva ghate ‘py esa pránavrttir yadi sphuret | 
visrámyec casu tatraiva Sivabije layam vrajet V 223 || 


Thus, if this modality of the vital breath (linked to the phases of 
perception) (pranavrtti) manifests within (the perception of) even just a jar, 
and immediately takes its rest there, it merges (there) into Siva, the seed (of 
all things). (223) 


‘Thus’ because it is the cause of all things, as it is applied by the 
omnipresent emergence (of consciousness), ‘the vital breath (linked to the 
phases of perception) (pranavrtti) has been described as being fifteen-fold etc. 
It ‘manifests’ and comes to rest, that is, it arises and dissolves away as dictated 
by necessity (niyati) ‘even with regards to a jar’. Even so, there (in that case 
also), it merges ‘into Siva, the seed (of all things)’, whose nature has just been 
described. The meaning is that (it does so in order) that it may shine 
(everywhere) in all circumstances as the reflective awareness of the completely 
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full (and perfect) light (of consciousness). This is the meaning. (It takes rest 
there) ‘immediately’. (This is) because the division of the sequence of 
powerholders and (their) powers, that is subject (upanata) to the succession of 
moments (ruri) interposed between them, is essentially (nothing but) the light 
(of consciousness) alone, and so is said to have no (independent) reality (of its 
own). 

Thus he says: 


3 gp fer fufesanued mum | 


na tu kramikata kücic chivatmatve kadacana | 


There is no succession ever of any kind within Siva’s nature. 
(224ab) 


Surely (one may ask), it has been said™ that the state of rest (within 
consciousness) as Siva’s nature (takes places) through the series (of perceivers, 
namely) Mantra, their Lords and their Great Lords (in turn). Although this 
sequence is not (ultimately) real (in itself) (atattvika), it is not non-existent 
(asat), because it manifests in this way by Siva’s will, and that (same) Siva is 
the cause of all things. (Now,) agreed that that is so with respect to (His) 
condition as the supreme cause, but how is it possible to set aside the subsidiary 
causes, namely, the Mantra (perceivers), their Lords and the rest? With this 
doubt in mind, he says: 


MantreSas and the Other Perceivers are 
Instruments of Consciousness 


sra o ag APE 1 29v od 
Radera fai mp ga reae, | 


anyanmantrüdhinüthadi karanam tat tu samnidheh | 224 Il 


%7 One could also translate ‘as the completely full (and perfect) light and reflective 
awareness (of consciousness)’. But that would be missing the point. As all the content of 
experience is the shining of the light of consciousness, the perception of anything is 
ultimately an act of reflective awareness of that consciousness. This is so from the point 
of view of both consciousness and its content. It is a reflective awareness that points 
back, as it were, to consciousness as the awareness it has of itself. At the same time, any 
perception of anything is an act of reflective awareness, in the sense that it reflects on its 
nature, coming ultimately to know what it is as a manifestation of the light of 
consciousness and hence that light itself. This timeless activity of awareness is 
experienced by yogis in consonance with the flow of the breath. In that way, although 
the activity of consciousness is not divided up in time or space, the yogi experiences the 
sixteen aspects of a single undivided consciousness as so many moments in the 
movement of the breath, corresponding to moments in the act of perception. 

?* Read with MS K uktā for udita. 

% Read, as suggested by the editor mantradhinathadi for mantradinathadi. The same 
expression appears above in 10/21 Icd. See note there. 
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Sivabhedac ca kim cátha dvaite naikatyavedanat | 


The other (perceivers), that is, the Mantreéas (mantradhinathadi) 
and the rest (are in reality only instruments of consciousness, but if they 
are sometimes considered to be) causes, it is because of their close 
proximity (sarinidhi) (to consciousness), (as well as their) oneness with Siva 
(Sivabheda), and finally because in (the state of) duality (in which we reside, 
we) experience (them) as being closer (to us on the plane of duality), 
(224cd-225ab) 


Just as clay, (continuing) to be one (and the same), by (passing) 
successively through a series of the phases (in which it is in the shape of) a 
small (flat) platform, heap, and ball etc., is the (material) cause of a jar. Thus, it 
is sound (to maintain that) the ball (of clay) and the rest, as such are not the 
cause, because there no continuity (anuvrtti) (with them) in the same way (as 
there is with clay), in the nature of the effect. Thus, it is right to say that each 
state (of change in the shape of the clay is just) an instrumental cause (of the 
jar), as is the (potter's) stick and the like, (not a material one). (The nature of) an 
instrumental cause is such that, even if it is used to bring about an effect, it 
should not compromise (the causal status of) the cause. In the same way, here 
(in this case), Siva, who is completely full (and perfect) consciousness, is the 
cause of the universe, because He (passes) successively through the states of the 
Mantra (perceivers) and their Lords etc., that are made manifest by His own 
will. It is not just because of this that the states of Mantra and their Lords 
(should be considered to be the material) cause (of the universe). Rather, they 
are just instrumental causes insofar as they are used by (Siva), the agent (for this 
purpose). They are not engaged in making the universe manifest, nor is the 
status of Siva, who is full (and perfect) consciousness, as the cause (of all 
things), compromised, even if that were to be so. Thus, like the powers of the 
will and the rest (of Siva's powers), it is right (to consider) the Mantra 
(perceivers) and their Lords etc. to be instrumental causes. Accordingly, it is 
said that ‘the other (perceivers), that is, the Mantre$as and the rest’, are (in 
reality only) instruments (of consciousness). This is the meaning. If the Mantra 
(perceivers) and their Lords etc. are said to be causes, that is so (secondarily) for 
the purpose of instruction, as (when it is written in the scriptures that): 


‘Siva is the agent on the Pure Path, and Ananta is said to be the lord on 
the impure one’. 


He says that (by stating if) they, that is, the Mantra (perceivers) and 
their Lords, ‘(are sometimes considered to be) causes, it is because of their 
close proximity (sarinidhi) (to consciousness)’. (This is so) just as the 
presence of spatial and temporal factors, the ether etc. (concur) in the production 
of a jar. (Again,) Siva is thus said to be the cause (of all things). Mantra 
(perceivers) and (their) Lords are also referred to in that way because of their 


*” Kiranatantra vidyapada 3/26cd. Quoted above in TĀv ad 1/1, 8/331-332 (330cd- 
332ab), 9/61, and below ad 13/113cd-114ab. 
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‘oneness with Siva (sivabheda)’, just as the jar and (its) cause, the clay, are 
one. (Another reason is) ‘because in (the state of) duality (in which we reside, 
we) experience (them) as being closer (in relation to us on the plane of 
duality)’. They (appear) to be become progressively closer in relation to the 
Maya perceiver on the plane of duality, just as an assassin appointed by the 
command of the king (draws closer to his victim). 

This itself is the supreme goal. Thus, one should firmly establish (one's 
attention on this). 


The Lord of Khecaricakra 


ara p fem ad ada AAA 235 o 
Sara wa zem femi Ta: | 


anayā ca disà sarvam sarvada pravivecayan || 225 \\ 
bhairavayata eva drak ciccakresvaratam gatah | 


He who is constantly analysing all things at all times in accord with 
this teaching becomes, in a short time, the Lord of the Wheel of 
Consciousness, and so Bhairava Himself. (225cd-226ab) 


He (now) concludes (this) subject. 
a geb wort e uere: 1 eee di 
"rar safer: aaa | 


sa ittham pránago bhedah khecaricakragopitah 226 Il 
maya prakatitah Srimacchambhavajnanuvartina | 


I have revealed this division (bheda) present in the vital breath 
under the custody of Khecaricakra?" in this way following the divine 
command (àjfia) of the venerable Sambhunatha.”” (226cd-227ab) 


7" Khecaricakra is the cycle of perception experienced as the stream of awareness, 
flying like the wind through the unconfined expanse of eternal consciousness. The 
expanse or Sky of Consciousness is Bhairava, and the flow of awareness the goddess of 
consciousness (Sarnviddevi), here called Khecari — the Skyfarer. She is experienced in 
the immediacy of the present when consciousness is freed of the notions (vikalpa) of 
‘past’ and ‘future’. Abhinava explains this in chapter one of the Mdlinivijayavarttika, 
where he writes: 


“How can something be divided (from a place) where it does not rest? And how 
can the present be a limit with regard to these two, or they have a limit with regard to it 
(the present)? Would not everything become the limit of everything else in this manner 
(tadvad) (i.e. if this were accepted)? (140-141) 

For this reason, it is said (iti) that past and future are immersed in the 
consciousness that is called present. If one brings about a state of rest in this only, and if 
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the whole circle of rays of conceptualization stand still for a moment without becoming 
manifest in this (present consciousness), then one has annihilated one's individual 
existence and relishes (carvanarn labhate) only the vibrant experience (of the nectar) of 
one’s own immortality (i.e. the transcendence of time), (in which) flows an abundance 
(sarndoha) of ambrosia that is the highest bliss. (142-144) 

For, to explain, when the moon is full of the mass of rays of the sun, and does 
not wish to emit them again, then it is for a moment established in a state of rest in the 
fullness of its own orb. It is (then) called ‘vessel for the gratification of the constituent 
deities inside (consciousness)'. (145-146) 

In this way, one rests in the light emitted by the moon of one's own 
knowledge, (a light) which exists within the heart (i.e. consciousness), which is made 
manifest (añcita) by the mass of rays of the sun that illuminates the world and which is 
beautiful with the essence of the nectar of the vast consciousness inside. Since the flood 
of one's own inner nectar is not released outside, it is revolving and surging up only 
inside, and acquires (—atmakah jàyate) the knowledge of the ‘I’, which gratifies the 
circle of the deities inside oneself. As long as (it does this) (yavat), the process of one's 
sensory perception (svakaranakramah) is suspended. (147-150ab) 

While the mass of rays is restrained, (their) power (vibhava) (that causes 
manifestation) is absent, and consequently neither past nor future is divided from the 
present. (150cd-151ab) 

(But) how (can we speak of) the present as long as they (past and future) are 
not divided from it? For it is through the nature of past and future that the present 
becomes separate. (151cd-152ab) 

Therefore (tad), when a meditator (yogi) intent on devouring time comes to rest 
in this limit of consciou: s for only a moment (tuțih), he at once becomes ‘one who 
moves in the void (of consciousness)’. (152cd-153ab) 

For it is taught that time, which is the appearance of the world, is (yah . . . sa) 
the vibration (sarisphára) of the rays of one's own consciousness that is projecting 
(kalana) (the world). The absence of the world is (also) it (i.e. time); it is nothing else. 
Therefore, one who has restrained all the (six) orders (adhvan) by restraining the rays of 
his own (consciousness), who is completely immersed in the devouring of time, 
spontaneously (svayam) becomes ‘one who moves in the void (of consciousness)’. 
(153cd-155ab) 

This has been said by Siva (paramesa) in the Sridamaratantra: ‘After 
immobilizing one's circle of rays and tasting the supreme nectar, he should dwell in the 
bliss within the present that does not divide this from both past and future.’ (155cd- 
156ab) 


Even the so-called restraint (of the rays) does not exist in this (present) which 
is free from contraction. As this is absent, there is no vibration (of the rasmicakra) in it, 
and how could there be (subsequent) devouring and contentment? (157) 

But in the manner described (above), restraint, appearance, devouring etc. 
appear. And there is no other reality in the world than appearance in this way. (158) 

But enough of this long narration of the (secret) discourse about Khecaricakra; 
or its use (ko yogah) for the process of perception, which is hidden ever new (i.e. again 
and again)? (159)' (Hanneder’s translation (1998)) 


ity alam khecaricakragosthyalapena bhityasa | 
ko vabhinavagupte'smin yogah samvedanakrame 15911 


This verse makes much more sense by simply emending ‘yogah’ to yogyah. 
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He now describes the waking and other (states) enunciated in the initial 
enunciation (of the topics treated in the Tantraloka). 


A Description of the Waking and Other States 
(jagradadinirupanay"? from a Kaula Point of View 


sre Weed wm ar afagead 11 228 II 
UT. we feu qaem | 


atraivadhvani vedyatvam prapte ya samvid udbhavet ll 227 ll 
tasyüh svakam yad vaicitryam tad avasthapadabhidham | 


The inherent (svakam) variety (vaicitrya) of the consciousness that 
arises when (it) has assumed a state of objectivity here on the Path (of 


‘or else who is fit (yogya) for this process of perception, that is hidden ever 

anew (i.e. again and again) (except Abhinavagupta)?" 

?? This teaching is imparted in verses 10/186cd-227ab. 

?" Abhinava had written a work on the states of consciousness, to which he refers in the 
PTv but which has not been recovered. Abhinava, following the lead of the MV, 
integrates three dimensions of degrees or levels of integration into consciousness set 
into the standard framework of the layers of the reality principles (tattva). One is the 
hierarchy of seven perceivers we have examined. Consonant with that are two more. 
The first is discussed here (verses 227cd ff.). These are the five possible states of 
consciousness of these perceivers, namely, waking, dreaming, deep sleep, the Fourth 
(turiya) and Beyond the Fourth (turiya-tita), For them to operate as stages of ascent to 
the supreme state of consciousness which is the one Beyond the Fourth, the yogi must 
experience them consciously, lucidly aware of himself as being in those states. 
Accordingly, Somadeva (2004: 204) refers to them as ‘states of lucidity’. I prefer to call 
them states of consciousness, as is commonly done, in order not to create unnecessary 
possible confusion as to what is being discussed. Somadeva notes that, just as the ascent 
through the thirty-six reality principles is accelerated by introspecting the seven 
corresponding levels of subjectivity, so too, as Somadeva writes: ‘the method of 
traversing the states of lucidity is a short-cut within this short-cut. Rather than follow 
even the shorter hierarchy of perceivers to its end, the Yogin can branch away from that 
path and traverse the phases of lucidity. Again, this traversal can begin at any given 
level the Yogin may find himself at. If the yogin can recognise the pentadic structure of 
his awareness, he may rapidly advance to the state of Siva ‘beyond the Fourth’ 
(turyátita)." 

The source material for this exegesis of the five states of consciousness in 
relation to the seven perceivers is found in MV 2/25-35, which is quoted below in TÀv 
ad 10/309. Concerning the states of consciousness, see also IP 3/2/15-17 and above 
6/78cd-84ab and notes. This is preceded (ibid. 2/36-46) by a presentation of the 
corresponding four states of Kaula Yoga, which Abhinava teaches in 10/231 to 286. See 
below, note to 10/229cd-230 with regards to Sambhunatha, whom he acknowledges as 
having taught the basis at least of his sophisticated explanation of these states, without 
which MV 2/36-46 would remain in need of explanation. This is not to say that the 
explanation given by Sambhunatha and Abhinava is the ‘correct’ and only possible one. 
Up to now, we have uncovered no other. 
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cosmic manifestation) is denoted by the word ‘state’ (avastha)."* (227cd- 
228ab) 


‘Here’ the consciousness, which is each (of the series of) perceivers 
beginning with Siva (Himself), pours forth into the Path of the Principles (world 
orders and spheres of energy), that has been described as the fifteen-fold 
sequence and the rest, and has assumed a state of objectivity as the Innate 
Nature. This (consciousness), which is such, possesses ‘the inherent (svakam) 
variety (vaicitrya)’ which is connected with each of the objects made manifest 
by its own (free) will. (Moreover, it is the variety) which is associated with each 
(state of consciousness), whether one (in which the object) is common (to all 
individuals, as is the waking state), or peculiar to one individual alone (as is 
dreaming). That is denoted as the ‘state’ of, for example, waking. This the 
meaning 

He (now) analyses the states and levels. 


mH: quu Ts a TFA 1 ?36 di 
ofa vs veers uf 


Jagrat svapnah susuptam ca turyam ca tadatitakam | 228 I| 
iti pafica padàny ühur ekasmin vedake sati | 


(The teachers) say that the levels are five, when there is one subject. 
They are waking, dreaming, deep sleep, the Fourth, and the one beyond the 
Fourth. (228cd-229ab) 


"The one beyond' is (the state) Beyond the Fourth. (There are five 
states) *when there is one subject'. When there is more than one perceiver, the 
waking (state may be that) of one (perceiver), and the dream (state that of) 
another. Thus, there would not be five states (but many). It is only with respect 
to one perceiver (alone) who is in (these) states that they could be such. 

Surely (one may ask), if that is so, then that would entail that Siva, Who 
is one and whose nature is that (state) Beyond the Fourth, is also (subject to) the 
waking and other states. With this doubt in mind, he (states clearly that) he 
agrees (that this is so). 


wa PD TW em 11 22 0 
Tame: WR seas weeny a 
aad wmepmemmmefzfed Wur 11 230 ! 


tatra yaisà dharatattvac chivanta tattvapaddhatih ll 229 |l 
tasyam ekah pramata ced avas$yam jagradadikam | 
tad darsyate Sambhunathaprasadad viditan maya | 230 Il 


?* avasthüpadübhidham could also be translated ‘called ‘level’ (pada) and state 


(avasthà) . 
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If there is (only) one subject throughout this series of principles 
ranging from Earth to Siva, the waking and other states must necessarily 
(be his states). (I will now describe them as) I have learnt them by the grace 
of Sambhunátha."* (229cd-230) 


: ‘(If there is only) one (subject)', be it the Conditioned (perceiver) or 
Siva. By saying that these *must necessarily (be his states)', he indicates that 
otherwise, (if the states of consciousness were not to be Siva's states,) they 
would not exist. We are not (just) voicing our own idea. Thus he says that ‘I 
have learnt them by the grace of Sambhunatha'. 

He says that: 


The Waking State"* 


275 Much of what Abhinava says in here and in what follows is his own explanation. He 
does not cite any source for his interpretations, instead he refers to his Trika teacher, 
Sambhunátha, as his authority for them. 

The following section extends from 10/231 to 10/284cd-286. It is an exposition 
of the states of consciousness put in correspondence to the levels of the perceivers. It is 
the subject of MV 2/36cd-46ab. This brief but very dense classification of the varieties 
of four states of consciousness, ranging from waking to the Fourth, is no less obscure. 
Abhinava offers a sophisticated explanation, that he says is derived from the oral 
tradition transmitted to him by his teacher Sambhunatha, concerning the meaning of this 
passage of the MV. In verse 287, with which Abhinava concludes this section, he again 
acknowledges that his source is Sambhunatha, to make that absolutely clear to his 
readers, Here then, we have yet another example of how Sambhunatha’s Trika teaching 
is to a large extent, if not fundamentally, an exposition of the M. jayottara, We 
have seen that he identifies it with the whole of the Trika teaching (trikasüsana, 
trikasástra). We know that Sambhunatha taught him other Trika scriptures also; for 
example, the important Devvyáyámala, but it seems this was his primary focus. Indeed, 
it may well be that sitting at the feet of Sambhunatha, having been initiated by him with 
the initiation taught in the MV, learning it and the oral tradition that augmented it from 
him, that he was inspired to take up the journey that led to the production of the 
Tantraloka. Indeed, he states, with a mixture of pride and humility, that he did it at his 
guru's command (àjfia) and presented it to him for his approval (37/70-71). 

But note that although Jayaratha comments on this passage, he quotes very 

little from scripture. It was not simply because he could not find appropriate passages. 
Although this may well be true, clearly he was aware that the source was the oral 
tradition, not scripture. 
?* ‘Our normal waking consciousness, rational consciousness as we call it, is but one 
special type of consciousness, whilst all about it, partitioned from it by the flimsiest of 
partitions, there are potential forms of consciousness entirely different. We may go 
through life without suspecting their existence, but apply the requisite stimuli, and at a 
touch they are there in all completeness, definite types of mentality which probably 
somewhere have their field of application and adoption. No account of the universe in 
its totality can be final which leaves these other forms of consciousness quite 
disregarded.’ (William James (1919: 388) 

From here onwards, Abhinava integrates the states of consciousness into the 
four stages of Kaula Yoga, following the lead of the MV 2/36-39ab, where he says: 
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yad adhistheyam eveha nadhisthatr kadacana | 
sarnvedanagatam vedyam taj jagrat samudahrtam | 231 ll 


The waking state is said to be that in which objectivity (vedya) is in 
the purview of awareness (sarnvedanagata). Indeed, it is (invariably) that 
which is sustained (adhistheya) (by consciousness), never the sustaining 
subject (adhisthatr).”” (231) 


‘Furthermore, the different technical appellations of these states are revealed. 
‘Corporeal’ (pindastha) and ‘Everyway Propitious’ (sarvatobhadra) are considered to 
be the two (other) names of the waking state. They consider the dream state to have two 
names: Abiding in Place (padastha) as well as Pervasion (vyápti). There also two 
(terms) for the state of deep sleep: Abiding in Form (rüpástha) and the Great Pervasion 
(mahavyapti). The Fourth State is technically called ‘Accumulation’ (pracaya) and 
Beyond Form (ripatita). The discerning (vicaksana) (i.e. jfiánin) consider (the state) 
Beyond the Fourth to be the Great Accumulation (mahdpracaya). Thus is taught how 
this (five-fold) differentiation recurs in each division of the reality principles (tattva).’ 
(MV 2/36-39ab) 


After a general definition of the five states of consciousness, he goes on 

analyse the first into four basic subdivisions. The fifth has none. The names of these 
four are drawn from the Kaula nomenclature found in the MV 2/43-46c. They are 1) 
Corporeal (pindastha), 2) Abiding in Place (padastha) (= dreaming); 3) Abiding in 
Form (rüpastha) (= deep sleep), and Beyond Form (= the Fourth). Each of these has 
four subdivisions, which serves as the framework for an epistemological analysis of the 
states of consciousness, of which Abhinavagupta offers his own explanation, based not 
on scripture, which apparently does not contain any, but on the one he received from his 
Trika teacher Sambhunatha. 
7" This terminology is introduced in MV 2/39c-42; see below under 10/241-2. 
According to Somadeva (2004: 208), Abhinava ‘first explains the five phases of lucidity 
by introducing a gradation centred on the object of cognition. Objects of cognition 
appear to the perceiver in differing degrees of objectivity. At the waking level they are 
completely ‘objectivized’ or ‘supported’ (adhistheya) by consciousness. During dream, 
knowable entities operate as ‘instruments of objectivization’ (adhisthanakarana) and in 
deep sleep they are the ‘agents of objectivization (adhisthatr).’ In the perspective of the 
exposition of the states of consciousness, objectivity is understood to be that aspect of 
consciousness which is sustained (adhistheya) by the perceiver who is the sustaining 
subject (adhisthatr). The implied sense of this terminology is that the yogi who 
cultivates the lucidity of knowing himself to be the perceiver in a given state of 
consciousness is lucidly aware that it is his subjectivity which ‘sustains’ the sphere of 
objectivity in that state of consciousness which is thereby sustained by it. Thus the third 
necessary factor required to explain and categorise the states of consciousness is the 
process itself of ‘sustaining’ (adhisthana) the objectivity ‘sustained’ (adhistheya) by the 
sustaining perceiver.” 

As Somadeva rightly points out, this process is one of ‘objectivation’ of 
consciousness, which is related to it as the ‘objectivizer’. Abhinava distinguishes the 
states of consciousness from one another in the perspective of these distinctions, one 
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The sense of ‘indeed’ is to make it clear that (the waking state) ‘is 
never the sustaining subject’. (Moreover, the waking state is) ‘in the purview 
of awareness', otherwise it would not be objective. This is the point. It has been 
said many times that (the degree and form of objectivity is relative to the state 
of the perceiver, nothing is) within itself either objective or otherwise. 

He goes on to discuss that in more detail. 


ARA caf sp omes: | 
afroi: weet: fes APA FAT 333 II 
NHRBRRDHRDRHRSg JET | 
Aada wer STE TT 11 233 || 


caitramaitràdibhütàni tattvani ca dharaditah | 
abhidhakaranibhitah sabdàh kim cabhidha prama ll 232 I 
pramáütrmeyatanmánapramárüpam catustayam | 

visvam etad adhistheyam yada jagrat tadà smrtam || 233 Il 


The waking state is said to obtain when 1) living beings (bhüta) such 
as Caitra and Maitra, 2) the (elemental) principles (fattva) from Earth 
onwards, 3) words, which are the instruments of denotation (abhidha), and 
(the verbal) knowledge (prama) (that is the result of) denotation (abhidha), 
(as well as) 4) the tetrad consisting of subject, object, means of knowledge 
and knowledge itself, in short, all this universe (that manifests) is that 
which is sustained (by consciousness) (adhistheya)."* (232-233) 


differing from the other in accord with the predominance of one or the other in relation 
to the other two. 

7* The MV (2/402) (cf. below under 10/241-2) lists just three types of things which are 
‘sustained’ (adhistheya) in the waking state, that is, are its content objectively perceived 
by the perceiver who ‘sustains’ (addhisthatr), namely, living beings (bhiita), (elemental) 
principles (tattva), and words, which are the instruments of denotation (abhidha). The 
first Abhinava explains to mean ‘living beings’ in the specific sense of other people. 
Just as in English one says "Tom, Dick and Harry’ to mean each and anybody, similarly 
in Sanskrit one says ‘Caitra and Maitra'. It is only in the waking state that we perceive 
others and interact with them. Again, Abhinava narrows down the metaphysical 
principles perceived in the waking state to those which concretely constitute objects. 
Other higher principles, starting from the sensations, senses and mind, are not perceived 
objectively in the waking state. Moreover, they are not specific to it. They are 
operational in the waking state, but they are also functioning in dream states and so are 
not specific to the former. Next, the MV refers to the act of denotation (abhidhā); that 
is, the naming of outer objects as this or that, which takes place when awake. Abhinava 
explains that outer spoken language — *words' — is meant here, and the verbal 
knowledge which results from it and is associated with it. There the inner speech of 
thought operates in the dream state, but it does not serve to denote outer objects, much 
less to communicate knowledge to others. Now Abhinava adds a fourth category of his 
own, not mentioned (but may be said to be implied) in the MVT. These are the four 
factors constituting perception, ranging from the subject to the resultant perception. We 
have observed in many contexts that this perspective is central to Abhinava's exegesis. 
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The expression ‘living beings’ refers to all things that are not insentient, 
that is, (all living beings,) beginning with demons (paisaca) and ending with 
human beings, insofar as they are included within the fourteen kinds of creation 
of living beings (bhütasarga). Although ‘words’ belong to (a category) 
included amongst the (elemental) principles of Earth and the rest and so are 
objects of knowledge, their state is that of a means of knowledge, because they 
instil conviction (pratyaya) in others. Thus it is said that they are ‘the 
instruments of denotation (abhidha) . Denotation is the perception of meaning 
(arthapratiti), and so is the result (of the use of words). In this way *the waking 
state is said to obtain when' 'the tetrad consisting of subject, object, means 
of knowledge and knowledge' is the nature of (the universe, which is) 
‘sustained (by consciousness) (adhistheya)’. The meaning is that this is the 
waking state. 

Analysing the relationship between the sustainer and the sustained, he 
illustrates (what they are). 


wem fe wed eeu wae | 


ECTSU remp quf a | 23Y |i 
"mj Teen ho wmm: 3 fau d 


SUAS MARSA AT 11 234 || 


tathà hi bhasate yat tan nilam antah pravedane | 
sankalpariipe bahyasya tad adhisthatr bodhakam || 234 || 
yat tu bahyataya nilam cakasty asya na vidyate | 
kathaücid apy adhisthatrbhavas taj jagrad ucyate || 235 || 


That (imagined) colour blue that manifests in that way within one’s 
(own) awareness, which is the conscious intent (sarzkalparüpa) (to imagine 
it), is the sustaining noetic consciousness (adhisthatr bodhaka) of the 
(supposed) outer (blue). However, (the state in which) the blue that 
manifests externally (outside the perceiver) has no sustaining subjectivity of 
any kind is said be the waking state."* (234-235) 


Whatever manifests, such as (an imagined colour) blue, within 
cognitive consciousness (jana), which is the conscious intent (sarnkalpa) etc. 


Moreover, as Somadeva (2004: 220 n. 74) observes: ‘This at first sight trivial matter 
becomes significant latter on. It will become clear at TA 10/262-263b that 
Abhinavagupta insists on counting four categories of knowable entities simply because 
this enables him to explain why the purely subjective and unitary deep sleep state can 
have four subdivisions." 

?? A certain subjective element exists in waking experience, in that the external object is 
apprehended in the mind of each individual, but even so, the object of the individual 
perceiver's awareness is external and thus common to all. The existence of this 
objectivity, which is experienced as independent of the perceiver and his intentions or 
imagination, is the characterizing feature of the waking state. Indeed, the experience of 
objectivity in this way is the waking state itself. 
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(to imagine it), at one with it, serves as its sustaining noetic consciousness, 
because it is that which manifests (avabhasaka) and knows (bodhaka) an 
external object of knowledge (bodhya), such as (the colour) blue. This is the 
meaning. Thus, as the external (colour) blue is an object of knowledge, it cannot 
possibly be understood to be (adhigantum notsahate) a 'sustaining subjectivity 
of any kind’. Thus, it is said everywhere to be the waking state, because its sole 
nature is that which is sustained (by consciousness) (adhistheya). Thus, is it 
rightly said that (the state that) is sustained (by consciousness in this case) is the 
waking (state). 

Surely (one may ask), (the members of) this four are (all) equally 
sustained (by consciousness); is it possible that there is some difference between 
them, or not? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


wa a3 Wea WD RN: FFT |d 
IJA mp WWW Tat ff: 11 236 1 
WIS: WISI TAA I PA: | 


tatra caitre bhasamane yo dehamSah sa kathyate | 
abuddho yas tu manamsah sa buddho mitikarakah | 236 1l 
prabuddhah suprabuddha$ ca pramümátreti ca kramah | 


(Consider) Caitra, who appears there (before you). His physical 
(corporeal) aspect is said to be the ‘unawakened’ (abuddha) (aspect of the 
waking state). The perceiving aspect (manàrisa) (of the waking state which 
renders the body sentient) is the ‘awakened’ (buddha) (one). The agent of 
perception (mitikaraka) is the ‘well awakened’ (prabuddha) (aspect, as it 
consists of the intellect etc.), while (his) bare cognitive consciousness alone 
(pramamatra), (which rests in its own essential pure conscious nature, 
unsullied by objectivity,) is the ‘fully awakened’ (suprabuddha) (aspect of 
waking). This is the order of the progression (of the aspects of 
consciousness in the waking state). (236-237ab) 


‘The physical (corporeal) aspect’ is the object of knowledge, because 
the body consists of the gross elements. The activity of that (body) consists of 
the impulse of the vital breath etc., and so makes contact (sarisparsa) with it. 
Thus, (it is) the state of the perceiving aspect (mdnamsa) which is said to be 
‘awakened’. It was said before that contact with the vital breath etc. makes (the 
body and the senses) conscious. “The agent of perception’ operates (the act of) 
perception. The agent of perception is (thus) the aspect which is the perceiver 
(pramátrarisa). This is the meaning. And because it consists of the intellect and 
the rest (of the inner mental organ), it is said to be ‘well awakened’. The ‘fully 
awakened’ is the ‘bare cognitive consciousness alone’, because it is (pure 
cognitive) consciousness alone (sarnvittimátra) which, devoid as it is of the 
stain of objectivity, is the state of rest within one's own nature. Thus, it is the 
aspect which is the resultant noetic consciousness (pramá). 
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Nor are (the four aspects of the waking state, namely) ‘unawakened’ 
and the rest we have talked about just our own idea. Thus he says: 


aga fe foseri sofa AAT 1 230 11 


cüturvidhyam hi pindasthanamni jagrati kirtitam V 237 || 


(Therefore, as it is grounded in bodily consciousness,) (this) four- 
fold state is said to be within the waking state, that is technically called (in 
Kaula Yoga) ‘Corporeal’ (pindastha) (which literally means ‘Abiding in the 
Body"). (237cd) 


Surely, (one may ask that,) the five levels (pada) of waking and the rest 
are (commonly) said to be different from one another, so how can this apparent 
mix-up of waking and dreaming, waking and deep sleep etc. (be taken to be 
well-known and) commonly accepted (prasiddhi)? With this doubt in mind, he 
says: 


sete ager fe Ae fau gd 


jāgradādi catuskam hi pratyekam iha vidyate | 


The four, which are the waking and other (three states of 
consciousness), are present here in each one of the four."*' (238ab) 


(All four states are present in) ‘each one’ mutually, that is, waking in 
waking, dreaming in waking and so on. Thus (as each state continues to be 
defined individually, this view) does not contradict (the well-known and) 
commonly accepted (prasiddhi) (view that there are four states of 
consciousness). Thus (this teaching) has been established (to be correct). 


?* Thus, The Corporeal (pindastha), which is the Kaula expression for the waking state, 
is four-fold: 1) unawakened (abuddha), 2) awakened (buddha), 3) well awakened 
(prabuddha), and 4) fully awakened (suprabuddha). Abhinava declares in his PTv (p. 8) 
that he has discussed in detail the hierarchy of the subdivisions of the states of 
consciousness in his lost commentary on the Málinivijayottara called Sripürvapaicikà. 
Here he suggests that these states of consciousness are subdivided because the levels 
and forms of attainment of levels of Kaula Yoga are subdivided in this way. 

?" According to the MV (2/36-39ab), the waking state is termed ‘Corporeal’ 
(pindastha); it is that which is sustained (adhistheya) and is the state of the Conditioned 
(sakala) perceiver. Abhinava adds that the waking state also includes the other three 
states of consciousness. The first four states are mutually divided from waking to deep 
sleep within in the Fourth state. There is no state of the fourth in the fourth, The 
sixteenth is the indivisible state Beyond the Fourth (see below 10/238-240ab). It 
pervades all of them and so is not counted separately (see following verse). These 
sixteen states of lucidity correspond to the sixteen phases of Kaula Yoga (Somadeva 
2004: 221). We may note, by way of contrast, that Ksemaraja (commenting on $Sü 1/8- 
10) discerns nine states, constituted by the three — waking, dreaming and deep sleep — in 
each other. The Fourth state (turiya) is that of the one underlying consciousness, and so 
is not counted amongst them, or one may take it to be a tenth state present in all the 
others. See Somadeva 2004: 213-216. 
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Here (in the context of Kaula Yoga, the states of consciousness) do not 
only have this nature, (they also possess) an unawakened etc. nature. Thus he 
says: 


FISTS dese] FSA 11 936 di 
seme gidi q adaga: | 


Jagrajjágrad abuddham taj jagratsvapnas tu buddhatà | 238 ll 
ityádi turyatitarh tu sarvagatvat prthak kutah | 


The waking-waking (state) is (called) Unawakened (Abuddha). The 
waking-dreaming (state) is (called) Awakened (Buddha), and so on.'? The 


E 


The correspondences are 1) Unawakened (Abuddha) waking-waking, 2) Awakened 
(Buddha) waking-dreaming 3) Well Awakened (Prabuddha) waking-deep sleep, 4) Fully 
Awakened (Suprabuddha) waking-Fourth state. These four stages are found in the 
Svacchandatantra and elsewhere independently as a complete series in itself. For a 
detailed analysis, see Goudriaan (1992: 139-173). Lucid dreaming, called 
Svapnasvatantrya (lit. “freedom when dreaming"), which includes lucidity in deep sleep, 
is an important part of the practice taught in the Spandakdrika. If we understand the 
Fourth state to be that of lucidity, we observe that the Sivasütra already taught that in 
the aphorism Jayaratha quotes. Indeed, if we understand the Fourth state to be, amongst 
other things, a state of lucidity (i.e. self-awareness) in the other states of consciousness, 
the practice of lucid dreaming, what could be called Dream Yoga, is a major feature of 
the Sivasütra. It is even more so in the Spandakarika. It is taught in the Vijinabhairava 
(read svapnasvatantryam for svatantryam). The VB was clearly an important source for 
the Spandakürikà and so may well have been for these teachings also. The Six Yogas of 
the great Buddhist yogi Naropa include Dream Yoga. We know that Naropa came to 
Kashmir in 1052 and stayed there for seven years to study Buddhist Tantric yoga. 
Clearly, Dream Yoga was well known to the Buddhists by then. In all probability, they 
were already practicing it in the ninth century, when the Sivasatra and Spandakarika 
were composed. Indeed, they may well have inspired their Saiva counterparts in this 
practice. 

Be that as it may, the point is that the author of the Spandakarika probably had 
access to Kaula teachings such as these. The author refers to the Fully Awakened yogi 
whose ‘perception of that (reality) is constant (and abides) unaltered in all three states, 
whereas others (perceive) that only at the end of the first.’ (SpKà 17) The commentator, 
Rajanaka Rama, refers to the other yogis as the three types we find here, namely, 
Unawakened, Awakened and Well Awakened (SpKaVi p. 55). In his commentary, 
Rajanaka Rima refers to how yogis perceive ‘the highest reality’ in dream and deep 
sleep. This he says is the Self. This can be said to be the ultimate level of being aware of 
oneself whilst dreaming as dreaming or in deep sleep, that is, lucid dreaming and deep 
sleep. He writes: 


“The teaching here concerning the manner in which (the enlightened) perceive 
(upalabdhi) the nature of the Self (atmatattva) bears upon two points. One relates to 
one's own true nature (svasvarüpa) as pure (transcendental) consciousness, independent 
of everything else, and is the one we are discussing at present. The latter, which we have 
yet to tackle, relates to the (immanent, universal nature of the Self) as all things 
(visvatmaka), and its Wheel of Energies. This teaching, in both its aspects, (finds its 
application) in two states, namely, those of deep sleep (which relates to the 
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state Beyond the Fourth is omnipresent, and so how can it be reckoned 
separately? (238cd-239ab) 


Surely (one may ask), it was said that there are five states (of 
consciousness)." It has been stated that the nature of the group of four (states) 
is ‘Unawakened’ etc. What then is the nature of the state Beyond the Fourth? 
With this doubt in mind, he says: ‘the state Beyond the Fourth is 
omnipresent, and so how can it be reckoned separately?’ 

According to the teaching of the Sivasütra, ‘the Fourth (state) should be 
sprinkled like oil into the three (states). 7^ There (according to that teaching 
also), the Fourth state is also everywhere undivided, so what to say of the state 
Beyond the Fourth? (It is all the more so!). 


ww q fsi segs qua wo 939 0 

IJE ggs 4 ag afai aT | 

uktam ca pindagam jāgrad abuddham buddham eva ca | 239 || 
prabuddham suprabuddham ca caturvidham idam smrtam | 


It is said (in the Malinivijayottara) that this (waking state, otherwise 
known as) ‘Corporeal’ (pindaga), is of four kinds, namely, Unawakened 
(Abuddha), Awakened (Buddha), Well Awakened (Prabuddha) and Fully 
Awakened (Suprabuddha). (239cd-240ab) 


transcendental, pure conscious aspect of one's own nature) and dreaming (which relates 
to its immanent uniformity). However, just as (these) teachings are of no use to the Well 
Awakened in (any) of the three states, similarly, the Awakened generally requires (no 
instruction in order) to perceive reality (while dreaming or in deep sleep), because he 
can do so effortlessly. This is because he can perceive the highest reality in the manner 
described, spontaneously, merely by reflecting on the consciousness present in these 
two states. Thus, when in a state of alert awareness (praboddhadasa), he reflects on his 
state of deep sleep which, because all thought constructs (vikalpa) based on objectivity 
(vedya) have ceased, is devoid of all diversity (niskala), he spontaneously perceives the 
Self (atmatattva), which is the ever present (nityavilupta) and pure conscious subject 
(cetayitrmátra) at rest within his own nature alone, free of all external influences 
(uparaga). Again, when he, wakeful, reflects on his own dream state, made of the 
fabrication of the multitude (cakra) of wonderfully diverse phenomena (bhava), both 
conscious and unconscious (of which it consists), (each) clearly manifest, though devoid 
of any specific cause of their own, he then perceives the reality of the Supreme Lord in 
the manner illustrated (before), by the power of his own alert, wakeful awareness 
(prabodhabala). (This reality) is the agency (kartrta) of the Lord, who is the supreme 
cause and one's own true nature. It (brings about) all things (freely) by its own will 
alone, independently of any other (attendant) cause. The unawakened, on the contrary, 
never reaches the end (of his endeavours), even if he exerts himself countless times, just 
as (one who pours) water into a calabash (full of holes can never fill it for) it drips 
(constantly). (SpKaVi p. 57-58 Dyczkowski 1992: 95). 

?5 See above, 10/228cd-229a. 

* $Sü 3/20; quoted again below in TĀv ad 10/294cd-297. 
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‘It is said’ in the venerable Malinivijayottara ($ris$ripürva). That is said 
there: 


"The Corporeal (pindastha) is of four kinds, Unawakened (Abuddha), 
Awakened (Buddha) Well Awakened (Prabuddha) and Fully Awakened 
(Suprabuddha).’ ° 


Although the four states are mutually mixed together with one another 
in this way, that which has been called the ‘physical (corporeal) aspect’ is on 
the plane of the object of knowledge, and is the primary waking state. Thus he 
says: 


MARA TST AKITA 11 sve II 


meyabhümir iya mukhyà jagradakhyanyad antarà | 240 |l 


The waking state pertains primarily to the plane of the object of 
knowledge and (only) secondarily to the others.” (240cd) 


"The others' are, for example, the dream state, which corresponds to 
the aspect which is the means of knowledge. When (the waking state) is present 
in the midst of those (other states), it is secondary. (Thus, he says it pertains to 
the other aspects) ‘secondarily’. 

Surely, one may ask, what is the authority (that attests to the view that) 
the plane of the object of knowledge is itself the primary waking state? With 
this doubt in mind, he says: 


Yara sissies sa | 
eaa di refs ARAA gd axe il 


bhiitatattvabhidhananam yo ‘mo ‘dhistheya ucyate | 
pindastham iti tarn prahur iti Srimdlinimate || 241 Il 


‘That aspect? of the creatures, principles and names, which is said 
to be sustained (by consciousness) (adhistheya), they say in the venerable 
Malinimata, is the corporeal state (pindastha)."* (241) 


Surely (one may ask), in this way the Corporeal (state) is said to be the 
primary one on the plane of the object of knowledge; then the doubt arises that 


75 MV 2/43. 

?* Above, 10/236a. 

?" Similarly, the dream state, for example, pertains primarily to the means of knowledge 
and only secondarily to the object. 

288 MV 2/40b incorrectly reads yogo for yo ‘mso. 

* MV 2/40abc. These lines have been explained above in 10/232-235. See below 
10/284cd-286 for MV 2/40cd-42. 
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(the primary one) is not the waking state. Thus he says that, this is (just) another 
term for the waking state itself. 


Sfr mA dat füvecafaedf d 
fmi rufen daa wear d eee 1 


laukiki jagrad ity esa sarnjrià pindastham ity api | 
yoginüm yogasiddhyartham samjheyam paribhasyate | 242 || 


(The scriptures) explain that Yogis have also termed what is 
commonly called waking ‘Corporeal’ (pindastha) in order to attain 
perfection in Yoga. (242) 


That is said (in the Malinivijayottara): ‘‘Corporeal’ (pindastha) and 
"Everyway Propitious’ (sarvatobhadra) are considered to be the two (other) 
names of the waking state.” 

Surely (one may ask), why has (the waking state been) termed 
Corporeal, in order to attain perfection in Yoga? With this doubt in mind, he 
Says: 


aaam Ra AA: 
merei fre sai fad favs fe fufvsqu l evs 11 


adhistheyasamàpattimadhyasinasya yoginah | 
tadatmyam kila pindastham mitam pindam hi pinditam | 243 Il 


The ‘Corporeal’ (pindastha) (state) is the oneness (tadatmya) the 
yogi (attains) who is seated in the midst of the contemplative union with 
(the principles) sustained (by consciousness) (adhistheyasamapatti)." (In 


20 MV 2/36cd. 

?! Somadeva translates this expression as ‘immersion into the objectivized’. See above, 
note 1,1015 concerning the meaning and technical sense of the term *samàpatti' , found 
in the Tantras and treatises on Yoga, as the acquisition of a level or state of 
contemplative absorption. One could, according to the context, translate simply as 
‘attainment’ or, as Somadeva does here ‘immersion’. There can be a series of such 
‘attainments’ or ‘immersions’ yogis can achieve on the way to the highest ‘attainment’. 
Abhinava and Jayaratha commonly use the word in this sense. Thus, for example, 
Abhinava refers to the 'supreme (contemplative) attainment (samdpatti)’ in his 
Malini vartika (MVV 1/18 quoted above in TAv ad 1/1). It is used with reference 
to phases in the states of consciousness or perception. For example, we are told that 
when consciousness is free of thought constructs, ‘the object of realization is said to be 
directly (perceived and) attained ((jfeyasamapatti) in an instant’ (above, 1/171cd). 
Abhinava uses the term to denote at once the ‘attainment’ and ‘contemplative 
absorption’ of a phase of reflective awareness. Thus, there are fifty of them, 
corresponding to the emergence (udaya) of another form of reflective awareness in the 
series of fifty that constitutes the cycle of AHAM (see eg. 3/78cd-79ab (79)). Indeed, all 
stages of development or phases in the processes that constitute the activity of 
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that case,) the body (pinda) is the limited (mita) aggregated totality (pindita) 
(of the entities encompassed by the pervasive unity of the principles). 
(243) 


(The Yogi) immersed in a certain type of contemplative absorption 
(samadhi) induced by his continuous meditation on (an objective reality) 
sustained (within consciousness) (adhistheya), such as the Earth (principle), is, 
by virtue of the identification with the yogi's consciousness (ekdtmya), termed 
in the scriptures ‘Corporeal’ (pindastha literally ‘Established in the Body’). It is 
because of this that the perceived aggregation (of the gross elements,) Earth and 
the rest, formed into the (physical) body, by abandoning the fragmentation 
(brought about by the processes that) tear it asunder,”* is the true body 
(satpinda), that has encompassed within itself each and every thing and is all- 
pervasive. 

This is not the only alternative technical term for the waking state, there 
is another one also. Thus he says: 


WemREWEGn sm Wem | 
adage ddr aera 0 vvv 


prasamkhyàünaikarüdhünàm jidninam tu tad ucyate | 
sarvatobhadram àpürnam sarvato vedyasattaya |l 244 || 


For the men of knowledge (jüanin) who are solely intent on 
(cultivating) meditation (prasarikhyana),"" this (state) is called ‘Everyway 


consciousness, or to be more precise, its reflective awareness (vimarsa), can be termed a 
'samüpatti. So we observe the expression kiñcidu natà-samápatti i.e. 
(consciousness) attains a state of subtle (inner) expansion (Kiriciducchunatà) (like that 
of a seed about to sprout) (see TAv intro. to 3/79cd-80ab (80)). 

Here the MV declares that there are three forms of it, corresponding to the 
sustained (adhistheyasamdpatti) (‘immersion into the objectivized’), sustaining 
(adhisthanasamapatti) and sustainer (adhisthatrsamapatti). These may be compared to a 
scheme of three immersions in the object (grahyasasamapatti), act of perception 
(grahanasamápatti) and perceiver (grihitrsamapatti) found in Bhoja’s commentary, the 
Rajamartanda, on the Yogasütra. 

?? This is Abhinava’s explanation. The term pindastha literally means ‘located or 
present in the body’. The ‘body’ in this case is not the gross physical body, it is the 
totality of entities in the purview of the yogi's consciousness (cf. $Sü 1/14 drsyari. 
Sariram — ‘the perceptible is the body’). Viewing them in this way, immersed in the 
contemplation of his oneness with all the principles of existence (tattva), he is seated in 
their midst. This is the yogi’s waking state, technically called Pindastha. 

33 Read visararutaparihdrena for visararutapariharena. 

?* Amongst Vedantins, those who were prasamkhyünavàádins were those who, like 
Mandana and Vacaspati Misra, maintained that hearing the scripture (Sabda) by itself 
did not lead to the direct realisation of the Brahman, but did so only by means of 
prasamkhyana, that is, meditation, devotion, contemplation, reflection, deliberation, and 
study etc. combined. Sure$vara and most of the latter Vedantins rejected this view. 
Rather, they championed a direct, sudden realisation of identity with the Brahman by 
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Propitious’ (Sarvatobhadra), because it is completely filled with the 
essential being of objectivity (vedyasatta).5 (244) 


"This (state)’ is the waking state. In response to the question as to what 
is the reason for denoting it in this way, he says that that is ‘because it is 
completely filled with the essential being of objectivity’. 


just hearing the teaching. Abhinava uses the term in the more precise sense of reflection 
or meditation, as opposed to Yoga or ritual action. It is this, not Yoga or ritual that, 
above all, leads to the realisation of Anuttara. This unbroken continuous ‘very subtle" 
reflection leads ultimately to a perception, which is perfectly stable and ultimate, of 
Siva's omnipresence. The term in this sense appears at least six times in the PTV (p. 37- 
38, 136, 177, 225, 226, 272-3, and 278), and so too in $Dr 7/5cd-6. It is not as 
prominent in the Tantráloka as a term in itself. It appears most frequently, as it does 
here, as a modality of experience within the states of consciousness. See below, 10/246, 
262, 275ab (prasamkhyara), and 280cd-281ab, where it means ‘intuitive insight’. 

For the contraposition of prasarikhyána and Yoga Cf BhGi 3/3: ‘As taught by 
Me since ancient times, O Blameless One, there are in this world two kinds of 
disciplines: the Yoga of knowledge for the followers of the Sárkhya and the Yoga of 
action for yogis.’ Utpaladeva in his ka comments on the term, saying: sāvadhānānār 
vivekinarh vidambhanabhiriindm ca (it is for) ‘those who are attentive, discerning, and 
fearful of being deceived.’ (IPVv 3, p. 89) 
?* Now that he has talked about how the waking state is experienced in the stage of 
Kaula Yoga called the Corporeal, Abhinava goes on to refer to the first stage of 
knowledge a man of knowledge (jÓanin) experiences, namely, Everywhere Propitious 
(sarvatobhadra). After this come Pervasion (vyapti), Great Pervasion (mahdvyapti), 
Accumulation (pracaya), and Great Accumulation (mahdpracaya). These are forms and 
degrees of prasariu ina in the sense of ‘reflection’, ‘contemplation’, ‘realis: " or, 
as translated here, ‘intuitive insight’. Abhinava considers it to be Knowledge, rather 
than Yoga, and of a higher order than ordinary meditation (bhdvand), as he says in the 
PTv (p. 272): 


‘In this way I have expounded in detail the nature of the Absolute, where 
meditation (bhāvanā) and the like have no scope, something where only bare intuitive 
insight (prasarikhyána), culminating in the firmness of (self) realisation (pratipatti), 
which is taking to heart (the true nature of consciousness) characterized by the firm (and 
uninterrupted experience of) wonder (camatkara).” 


In Patafijali's Yoga tradition, prasamkhyana ‘designates the penultimate 
transformation of the illuminative mind-substance (prakhyariparh cittasattvar) 
(Yogasiitrabhasya on sūtra 1/2) . . . [it] lasts from the first bare perception of the 
distinction (anyathakhyati) of the Sattva and the Self (purusa) until the stage of the 
‘Dharma Cloud’ (dharmamegha). In its initial stages, prasamkhyüna serves to 
investigate the defects of sensory object. 
Thus . . . ‘the mind of one who perceives the defects of sensory objects possesses 
dispassion (vairágya) by the power of prasamkhyana.’ (Yogasütrabhasya at 1/15). The 
Nyayavarttika (4/2/2) defines it as the ‘knowledge of distinction’ (vyatirekadarsana), 
such as ‘these souls are not the bodies and the rest (of the components of the psycho- 
physical organism)’. In his commentary (tatparyatika) (loc cit), Vacaspati defines it as 
‘the knowledge of reality that arises from contemplative absorption (samādhi). 
(Somadeva 2004: 224, 225). 
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What is the intention behind assigning this term (to the waking state) for 
those (yogis) who are intent on (cultivating this form of) intuitive insight? With 
this doubt in mind, he says: 


waar fax arà ug: 
smi wen ST TTT o eve I 


sarvasattasamapiirnam visvam pasyed yato yatah | 
Jfiani tatas tatah samvittattvam asya prakaSate ll 245 Il 


The principle of consciousness manifests to the man of knowledge 
(jfianin) to the degree in which he perceives the universe to be completely 
filled with the Being (satt) of all things. (245) 


In this way, there are three terms (for a state of consciousness). How are 
they restricted to certain instances (avadhürana)? With this doubt in mind, he 
Says: 


SISA: fes i 
mA for svat aaa fate: s eve odi 


lokayogaprasamkhyanatrairüpyavasatah kila | 
nāmāni trini bhanyante svapnādişv apy ayarı vidhih | 246 Il 


The terms are said to be three as they relate to three different 
aspects (of the same state when seen from the point of view) of daily life 
(loka), Yoga and meditation (prasarmikhyüna), respectively. This same 
procedure also applies to dreaming and the other states. (246) 


He applies the same elsewhere to other cases also, (saying) ‘this same 
procedure also applies to dreaming and the other states’. The common 
(daily) terms are dreaming (svapi 'deep sleep' (susupti), and the Fourth 
(turya). The yogic terms are Abiding in Place (padastha), Form (rüpa), and 
Beyond Form (rüpátita) The gnostic terms (jAüaniya) terms are Pervasion 
(vyapti), Great Pervasion ((mahdvyapti), and Accumulation (pracaya). Again, 
according to the teaching explained further ahead, the yogi’ does not practice 
(pratapet) in the state Beyond the Fourth (turiyatita) (and so it has no specific 
yogic designation). The two terms, with reference to the common (daily) (sense 
and from the perspective of) intuitive insight, are said to be Beyond the Fourth 
(turiyátita) and the Great Accumulation (mahdapracaya), respectively. 

Having thus described the waking state, he also describes the dream 


state. 


2% Read yogi for yogo. 
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The Dream State 


aenea ada | 


aa weqdafeni aAA ii exe odi 
Tad Fer sri ed defer uf a 


yat tv adhisthanakaranabhavam adhyasya vartate | 
vedyam sat piirvakathitam bhitatattvabhidhamayam || 247 |l 
tat svapno mukhyato jfieyam tac ca vaikalpike pathi | 


The dream state prevails in the primary sense (mukhyatah) when 
the aforementioned objectivity (vedyarn sat), which consists of living beings, 
principles and denotations (abhidha),”” is the instrument of objectivization 
(adhisthanakarana),”* and that objectivity is in the sphere of imaginative 
ideation (vaikalpike pathi) (247-248ab) 


Again, those referred to as ‘living beings’, such as Caitra and Maitra, 
who dwell in the waking state, (may also) be present in the (inner mental) action 
(that consists of) the objectivization (adhisthitikriya)’” (of the mental 
perception of) principles and living beings, by the crossing over (askandana) (of 
the perceiver) onto the plane of the (mind and senses, that constitute) the means 
of knowledge. That is the dream state ‘in the primary sense’, which is 
primarily based on cognition (mana) (alone, without an outer object,) that 
manifests the latent traces (cchdyd literally ‘shade’) of objectivity (previously 
experienced in the waking state). This is the meaning. (This is the dream 
state) in the primary sense. It is also possible to have other varieties that are not 
primary, such as waking in the dream state etc. This is the point. 

Surely (one may ask), the nature (of the living beings etc.) is such (and 
is the same in both of) the two states (pada), namely, the one with thought 


*7 See above, 10/241. 

** T translate the expression adhisth@nakarana as ‘the instrument of objectivization’, 
which is effectively what it means. More literally, it is ‘the instrumental cause of the 
foundation’. The entities perceived in a dream, of one or other of the three types listed 
here, are instrumental means to establishing the foundation that grounds the entity 
perceived in a dream in objectivity. An entity perceived in a dream is an object because 
of this. An object perceived in the waking state is objective because it is external, that is, 
outside the perceiver. In the case of a dream object of the perceiver, it is the foundation, 
or ground of his perception, and he, as the perceiver, ‘presides over the foundation’ 
(adhisthatr). 

?* Jayaratha uses the same expression below in the commentary on 10/257-258ab, 
where he writes: *dream is an instrument of action (that consists of) objectivization." 
(adhisthitikriyakaranam svapnah). 

3% The state of consciousness when dreaming is one in which there is no outer object set 
in relation to the perceiver, as happens in the waking state. Nonetheless objects are 
perceived. This can only be because the cognitive state of the dreamer itself generates 
them, stimulated by the latent traces left behind by previous perceptions of objects had 
when awake. 
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constructs and the one without. So on what basis has this been stated 
(concerning the nature of the things that are experienced when dreaming)? With 
this doubt in mind, he says (clearly that) ‘that objectivity is in the sphere of 
imaginative ideation (vaikalpike pathiy . The (same) is said (in the Sivasütra): 
‘dreaming consists of thought constructs.’ ?"' 

Surely (one may ask), everybody's personal experience is a witness to 
the fact that when sleeping one experiences this and that thing by the activity (of 
consciousness) free of thought constructs (avikalpakavrtti). How is that? With 
this doubt in mind, he says: 


Waking in the Dream State 


SERÉCTSUTETEGETHTRTTHIRSMD | Bx dU 


Hea A: A TSTERSUGD | 


vaikalpikapathariidhavedyasamyavabhasanat || 248 || 
lokarüdho ‘py asau svapnah samyam cabahyaripata | 


The dream state in everyday (waking) life is the same (as dreaming 
when asleep), because (in both cases) objectivity manifests equally in the 
sphere of thought,” and so (both are) equally internal. (248cd-249ab) 


The dream state develops also ‘in everyday (waking) life’, assuming as 
a basis the manifestation of mentally conceived entities that are the same (as 
those in a dream), that is, that they are not (perceived) in common (with other 
perceivers), along with other (common features). Nothing new is being stated in 
this way. (As he said before,) ‘that objectivity is on the path of imaginative 
ideation’.™ Surely (one may ask), how is it that the manifestation of entities is 
the same in this way when dreaming and thinking? With this doubt in mind, he 
says ‘(both are) equally internal’. The point is that because (its) nature is not 
external, (thought) in this case (like dreaming) is not common to all and 
(possesses) the rest (of its characteristics). 

Here (in this context) he (now) analyses (the nature of) an entity, even 
when it is mentally conceived in this way, into two kinds, according to whether 
it (manifests) clearly or indistinctly. 


sdmmerengemspqmeedug ves gg 
free wird Serta wq 


utpreksasvapnasankalpasmrtyunmadadidrstisu | 249 Il 


*?" $Sü 1/9. Conversely, as Abhinava explains in the following verse, thoughts are 
dreams. See Dyczkowski 1992b: 29 ff. 

?* See Jayaratha ad 10/257-258ab says: ‘Dream is an instrument of action (that consists 
of) objectivization.' (adhisthitikriyakaranam svapnah). 

?* Above, 10/248b. 
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vispastam yad vedyajatam jagran mukhyatayaiva tat | 


When objectivity manifests very clearly (and distinctly) (vispasta) in 
the imagination (utpreksa), a dream, an intention (sarkalpa), memory, 
when drunk (unmada), or other such perceptions (drsti), waking is the 
predominant state (within dreaming). (249cd-250ab) 


One should also say that that (applies) to fear and the like (which are 
‘other such perceptions’). As is said: 


"The evident and undisputed cognition that seemingly (iva) manifests 
by the force of one's state of mind (bhàvaná) when frightened or the like, (is 
considered to be a) direct perception, not created by the imagination 
(akalpaka).' ^ 


By (the influence of) intense terror or love etc., the objects of perception 
(vedyajata) appear very clearly (and distinctly), as (though visibly) present, as 
(does a foe) drawing a bow (dtatdyin) (when frightened), or the beloved 
(nāyikā) etc. (when one is in love). Thus passion, grief and the like (is implied) 
by the expression ‘other such (perceptions)’. That is said (in the next verse): 


"Overcome by passion, grief, fear, a thief, sleep and the like, (people) 
see even non-existent things as if standing before them." "5 


'(Waking) is the predominant state (within dreaming) (in such 
cases), because what is clearly (perceived) is not common to all, (thus the state 
of the perceiver possesses) the characteristics of (both) waking and dreaming.* 
Thus, because the entity is mentally conceived (and not common to all, the state 
is that of) dreaming, and because it is very clearly (and distinctly perceived,) it 
is that of waking. Thus, he is saying that this (is the state of) waking in 
dreaming (svapnajágara). 

Having described waking in dreaming in this way, he (now) also 
describes dreaming within dreaming. 


Dreaming Within Dreaming 


"np aaa wmemfmsn] wad 11 240 di 
Berari Fa TTA d 

yat tu tatrápy avispastam spastadhisthatr bhasate \\ 250 I| 
vikalpdntaragam vedyam tat svapnapadam ucyate | 


This is a quote from Pramanaviniscaya (1/28) by the Buddhist idealist and logician 
Dharmak 


%5 Pramanaviniscaya 1/29. 
“© Read spastatvasyasadháranajagradsvapnalaksanatvàt for spastatvasyasadharana- 
jagrallaksanatvat. 
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The dream state is said (to prevail whilst dreaming) when the 
objectivity within thought (vikalpantarga) is not clearly (and distinctly) 
manifest (avispasta), (whereas) the sustaining (consciousness which is the 
objectivizing agent) (adhisthatr) underlying it is. (250cd-251ab) 


Thus, (when) the objects of cognition, included (and submerged) 
amongst the (various imagined) mental representations, ‘are not clearly (and 
distinctly) (avispasta) manifest there in the imagination etc., although the 
sustaining underlying (consciousness which is the objectivizing agent) 
(adhisthàtr) is (as clearly manifest as in) the waking state, (then) ‘the dream 
state is said (to prevail whilst dreaming)'. As that is dreaming within the 
dream state, the primary (state in this case) is dreaming. This is the meaning. 

Surely (one may ask), it has been stated that the distinction between 
waking and dreaming is determined by whether (the objects perceived in those 
states) are clearly (and distinctly perceivable) or not. (Now,) that (same) state of 
clarity and its absence is also perceived to be due to proximity or distance (of an 
object,) such as a temple. So how is it that (the difference between the two) 
amounts to just this alone? With this in mind, he says: 


aed TA ung aa BATA | UR odi 


tadaiva tasya vetty eva svayam eva hy abahyatam || 251 Il 


(One who is in this state of consciousness) knows spontaneously for 
himself (svayam) just then that this (object) is not external." (251cd) 


*(One who is in this state of consciousness knows) just then', without 
any reflection, that ‘that’ is an imaginary object ‘spontaneously for himself", 
not from the words of a competent authority, as happens when one sees 
something in the dark or two moons (because of some visual impairment). This 
is the meaning. 


TATA ALTA |d 
pramatrantarasadharabhavahanyasthirat mate | 


(It is not external,) because (he) understands that it is purely 
personal, transitory, and unstable. (252ab) 


The point is that when an entity is external, it is common to all 
perceivers and is stable (that is, enduringly the same). 


?" These lines describe the Dream-dream state. It is the state of lucid dreaming, that is, 
the state in which one is conscious when dreaming that what one is experiencing is a 
dream. The same state arises when ‘daydreaming’ and one is conscious of being 
immersed in thought and that the thoughts are like dreams. The ‘sustaining 
consciousness' is one's own, within which dreams and thoughts arise, and by which 
they are created. 


TANTRALOKA 457 


Surely (one may ask), is waking in dreaming (the only)” variety (of 
dreaming) or is there another (variety) also? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


waft aged qq ws We 252i 
Tar yafaa "Ed gaT | 

tatrapi cáturvidhyar tat prágdisaiva prakalpayet || 252 || 
gatügatarn suviksiptam sangatam susamahitam | 


(As before,) like the previous state, one can make out four kinds 
there also. (They are called) ‘Gone and Come’ (gatagata), ‘Well Dispersed’ 
(suviksipta), ‘Well Conjoined’ (samgata) and ‘Well Concentrated’ 
(susamahita)." (252cd-253ab) 


The sense of the word ‘also’ is that, not only is the waking state of four 
kinds, so is dreaming. ‘(As before,) like the previous state’, as present in (the 
field of) the object (of perception) etc., and as present in dreaming within 
dreaming etc. He says that here (with the words) ‘Gone and Come’ etc. These 
four varieties are named in accord with their nature. They are (called), in due 
order: 1) (Gone and Come (gatdgata)) because (waking within dreaming) is 
associated with the ‘going and coming’ that arises from the movement of the 
breath (that extends) for thirty-six fingers’ breadths. 2) (The second variety of 
dreaming is called Well Dispersed (suviksipta)) because (dreaming within 
dreaming involves mental) contact with entities that are manifesting as distant in 
time and space. 3) (The third variety of dreaming is called Well Conjoined 
(sarigata)) because (deep sleep within dreaming) is linked with (the pure) mind 


W pramédtrantarasadharabhava literally means that ‘the state of (the object perceived in 
à dream) is not common to other perceivers.’ The lucid dreamer who is conscious that 
he is dreaming understands spontaneously that he is dreaming, because the things he 
experiences are personal — others do not experience them. Moreover, he sees that they 
are very short-lived. One who wakes up from a dream recollecting what he experienced 
when dreaming is similarly aware that what he saw in a dream is like that, and so he 
knows that what took place when he was dreaming was not an external event. 

?? Read with MS Kh —jágrad iti for —jagrady eva. 

%10 TA 10/253ab, 275cd, 283cd, 294cd-296, 297 are quoted in MM p. 157 and 158. Line 
253ab is a direct quote of MV 2/44ab. There are four varieties of dreaming: 1) Waking- 
dreaming (Jagrat-Svapna). In this state, objectivity (prameya) dominates. It is called 
‘Gone and Come’ (Gatagata) because it is associated with the coming and going of the 
breath that moves in a cycle the distance of thirty-six fingers through the body. 2) 
Dreaming-dreaming (Svapna-svapna). In this state the means of knowledge (māna) 
dominates. It is called ‘Well Dispersed’ (Suviksipta), and is the state in which arise 
mental representation of a reality far from (the individual) in terms of both time and 
space. 3) Deep sleep-dreaming (Susupti-svapna). In this state subjectivity (miti) 
dominates. It is called “Well Conjoined (Sarhgata). It is a purely mental state, associated 
with thought forms of various types. 4) Fourth state-dreaming (Turiya-svapna). In this 
state pure cognitive consciousness (pramá) dominates. It is called ‘Well Concentrated’ 
(Susamahita). It is the state in which consciousness is concomitant with its own 
conceived objects of awareness. 
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alone (manomdtra), its sole condition (vrtti) being (just) intention to 
conceptualize (sarikalpana). 4) (The fourth variety of dreaming is called Well 
Concentrated (susamahita)) because (in the fourth state within dreaming) the 
mind is directed solely to one mentally conceived object. 

That is said (in the Malinivijayottara), beginning with: ‘(the wise) 
consider the dream state to have two names: Abiding in Place (padastha) as 
well as Pervasion (vyapti). . . ° and ending with ‘Abiding in Place is of four 
kinds, namely, Gone and Come (gatágata), Well Dispersed (suviksipta), Well 
Conjoined (saritgata) and Well Concentrated (susamahita).’*"' 

Dreaming, like waking, has three kinds of names. Thus he says: 


arf yaam vifa FI gE: 243 odi 
arene erat Sa e ATT |d 
"dre: TE O: AASTAT: 11 34% odi 
ve a aam e Wi fag: | 


atrapi pürvavan nàma laukikarh svapna ity adah \\ 253 Il 
bahyabhimatabhavanam svāpo hy agrahanam matam | 
sarvüdhvanah padam pranah sankalpo ‘vagamatmakah V 254 |l 
padam ca tatsamapatti padastham yogino viduh | 


Here also, as before, (this state has three names,) of which the first 
is the (common) daily one (laukika), namely, dreaming. A dream (svapa) is 
considered to be the absence of the perception of things that are normally 
considered to be external. The ‘Place’ (pada) is (where) the entire Cosmic 
Path (is located). It is the vital breath,’ (or) the conception (sarikalpa) 
which is (inner) understanding (avagama)." (The corresponding) 
contemplative state (samapatti) is known to yogis as ‘Abiding in Place" 
(padastha). (253cd-255ab) 


Why is the word ‘dreaming’ (commonly) employed here in daily life 
also? With this doubt in mind, he says: ‘a dream (svapna) is the absence of the 
perception of things that are normally considered to be external’. (Again) 
‘the ‘Place’ (pada) is (where) the entire Cosmic Path (is located)’. It is a 
location (within the movement of the breath), as is taught (above) in chapter six. 
(Deriving the word pada from the root pad, in the sense of ‘to know’,) Pada is 
that by means of which one knows everything (padyate jñāyate ‘nena sarvam), 
because its nature is ‘understanding’ (avagama), and so it is also ‘conception’ 
(sarhkalpa). Pada is said to be that oneness and the location of that (oneness), 
and so it is said that (the corresponding) contemplative state is (called) ‘Abiding 
in Place’ (that is, located in that oneness). Thus, the meaning is that (pada) is 


?! MV 2/37ab, 2/43d-44ab. 

3 The projection of the Cosmic Path into the vital breath is described above in Chapter 
Six. 

?" See above, 6/4cd-5 and 11/93 ff. 
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the state of oneness with the vital breath and conception." The denotation (of 
those who experience this as) ‘yogis’ indicates that (this state is in) the field of 
yogis’ (experience). 

In the same way, he applies another term (to denote this state) as the 
field (of experience) of the men of knowledge also. 


enm aeia ada: 11 244 di 
aa area SM wat mfnqurp up | 


vedyasattam bahirbhiitam anapeksyaiva sarvatah |l 255 Il 
vedye svatantryabhag jia@nam svapnam vyàptitayà bhajet | 


Dreaming is (a type of conceptual) cognitive consciousness (j/íana) 
which, with respect to the object of knowledge, is creatively free. 
Independent in every way of external objectivity (vedyasattà), (for the men 
of knowledge,) it abides as the state (termed) ‘Pervasion’ (vyapti). (255cd- 
256ab) 


Dreaming for men of knowledge is only conceptual cognitive 
consciousness (vaikalpikarn jħñānam eva) which is free, having abandoned in 
every way the condition of dependence (on objectivity), which is essentially the 
exteriority (of the object with respect to the subject). (Thus free) with respect to 
the object, of which all that manifests is just its own essential nature, it conjoins 
and separates (its own imagined forms) and ‘abides’, that is, behaves ‘as the 
state (termed) ‘Pervasion’ (vyapti) ^ This is the meaning. 

Just as the object of knowledge predominates in the waking state, so 
does the means of knowledge here (when dreaming). 


* Cf. Somadeva (2004) p. 227-8. In other words, the dream state is for accomplished 
yogis, one of pure understanding and ‘conception’ of the cosmic order which is 
experienced inwardly within the vital breath. Sleep is generally considered to be a state 
in which the outer senses are at rest, and so the breath which vitalizes them becomes 
dominant. There is no outer object. Instead, in the ‘locus’ of sleep one can experience 
the Cosmic Order as a reality within consciousness. This is real, but not experienced in 
the common waking state of consciousness, which focuses instead on the countless 
particular objects presented to the individual perceiver. The Cosmic Order is universal, 
and so experienced within the sphere of the conceptualizing inner cognitive 
consciousness that perceives in terms of the parameters of perception as such which 
operates universally. There the Cosmic Order is ‘understood’ and ‘conceived’ within the 
vital breath. Free of outer objectivity, the Cosmic Path is experienced and understood to 
be one with its ideal representation within consciousness. Abhinava is here referring to 
the highest form of dreaming, in which the Yogi ‘dreams the cosmic dream’. This he 
creates in a sense by rightly ‘conceiving’ it to be as it is, and so is not unreal, although 
linked to the creative imagination of consciousness, which conceives the Cosmic Order 
as its cosmic thought. 

** Gnostics experience dream as a form of internal knowing which operates on the 
cognised entity in whatever way it wants, completely independent of its external 
existence. Therefore, they call the dream state ‘pervasion’. 
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münabhümir iyan mukhya svapno hy amarsanatmakah |l 256 ll 


The dream (state) primarily corresponds to the sphere of the means 
of knowledge and its nature is (mental) awareness (amarsana). (256cd) 


As it is the means of knowledge that predominates, (it is said that) *the 
dream (state) is (mental) awareness (amarsana) . '(Mental) awareness’ is 
mental determinate assessment (màánasávasáya), and so is the (final and certain) 
assessment (niscaya) (which marks the successful culmination of perception). 
This the meaning. 

Surely, it was stated that the instrumental cause (karana) of dreaming is 
the act of objectivization (adhisthitikriyakarana), so how is it that it is said here 
to be (mental) awareness? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


raran fe AASA | 


vedyacchayo ‘vabhaso hi meye ‘dhisthanam ucyate | 


The manifestation of a trace (chaya) of objectivity within the object 
of knowledge (perceived in a dream) is said to be the sustaining 
(objectivizing consciousness) (adhisthana) (within it). (257ab) 


Deep Sleep 


"pedfümeng yore: Taher aT 0 249 di 
as fare quof AÀ | 

ayy fase p aise wer a wa fe due odi 
q Ware dT WU Aaa | 


yat tv adhisthütr bhiitadeh pürvoktasya vapur dhruvam 257 Il 
bijam visvasya tat tüsnimbhütarn sausuptam ucyate | 
anubhiitau vikalpe ca yo ‘sau drastà sa eva hi || 258 II 

na bhavagrahanam tena susthu suptatvam ucyate | 


The state of deep sleep is profoundly silent." It is said to prevail 
when the body of the creatures and the rest mentioned above (i.e. the 
principles and denotation) is (one with) the sustaining consciousness 
(adhisthatr)," which is the fixed (eternal) (dhruva) seed of all things. 

The same cognizing subject who is present in the direct experience 
(proper to the waking state) and in the thought (proper to dreaming) is 
present (in deep sleep also). There is no perception of phenomenal existence 


%16 Verses 257-258ab are found only in MS G. 
?" Read adhisthatr bhiitadeh for adhisthatrbhitadeh. 
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(bhava), and so (the state in which he reposes in himself alone) is called 
deep sleep.** (257cd-259ab) 


The same perceiver who is said to be (present) in waking and dreaming 
is also present in deep sleep. The perceiver is (so called) because it perceives 
(praminoti)?" Now, because it is a perceiver, it must necessarily exist and be 
known (bhavitavya) by the disturbance (ksobha) (of the presence) of the object 
and means of knowledge etc. So how is it that he says that (the state of deep 
sleep is one in which the perceiver rests in himself, devoid of object and means 
of knowledge, and so is) ‘profoundly silent’? With this doubt in mind, he says 
that ‘there is no perception of phenomenal existence’. The perceiver is not 
‘phenomenal existence’, that is, the object of knowledge or ‘perception’, that 
is, the means of knowledge. This being so, there is a state of silence,” and so 
all the commerce of daily life is brought to an end (samutstdet). Thus, without 
the disturbance brought about by the object and means of knowledge etc., the 
perceiver is also at rest within his own nature alone, due to which this state is 
proclaimed to be in every respect one of proper (and good) (susthu) (deep) 
sleep. 


Surely (one may ask), if this is so, then how is it that the deep sleep 
common people (experience), which is an attribute of the inner mental organ, is 
also said to be (the state of) ‘deep sleep’? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


qaer frat ub ATT FMT: d 34$ odd 
AAs ure Tater | 


tatsamyal laukikim nidrarh susuptarn manvate budhah || 259 |l 
bijabhavo 'thàgrahanar sámyarn tiisnimsvabhavata | 


The wise consider common sleep (laukiki nidra) to be deep sleep 
because they are the same (in three essential respects). (They are both) the 
seed state (of other forms of consciousness), (they are both equally) devoid 
of perception, and are silent. (259cd-260ab) 


What is it that is ‘the same’ (with the deep sleep of yogis and common 
folk)? With this doubt in mind, he says that (they are equally) ‘silent’. Now 
what is the cause of this silence? With this doubt in mind, he says that it is *the 
seed state’ (of other forms of consciousness) because of its relationship to 
future possible results (karya). Moreover, (they are both equally) ‘devoid of 
perception’ because there is no awareness (sarhvedana) of outer objects. 


?* susthu suptatvam ucyate ‘is said to be the state of sleeping well’. The word susuptam 
— ‘deep sleep’ — is derived from susthu suptam ‘sleeping well’. 

?? The word for ‘perceiver’ or ‘subject’ is pramátr. The word derived from the root 
‘man’ in the sense of ‘to measure’ with prefix ‘pra’. Engaged in the act of perception, 
the perceiver ‘measures’, that is, knows the object. 

?? Read ca tiisnitvam evaitat for catustvam evaitan na. 
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Like waking in waking, for example, this is the primary (form of the) 
state of deep sleep. Thus he says: 


Fen per uu GATE FUND 11 eGo od 


mukhyà mátrdasà seyam susuptakhya nigadyate ll 260 ll 


This state called deep sleep is said to be the primary plane (dasa) of 
the perceiver. (260cd) 


As before, that (state of deep sleep) also has two names, according to 
whether it is the field (of experience) of yogis or men of knowledge. Thus he 
says: 


aeaa wd queen WT TA: | 
SxS saneta wi fu I RaQ II 


rüpakatvàc ca riipam tattadatmyam yoginah punah | 
riipastham tatsamapattyaudastnyam riipindm viduh | 261 ll 
prasamkhyanavatah kapi vedyasankoc 'anātra yat | 

násti tena mahàvyáptir iyan tadanusaratah | 262 || 


Insofar as (the perceiver) metaphorically (ripakatvat) (identifies 
with the object of cognition, he is himself called) ‘Form’ (rupa). Yogis (call) 
the state of identity with that (subject) ‘Established in Form’ (rüpastha). 
(The wise) know that those who, by means of the corresponding 
contemplative attainment (samapatti), are endowed with the subject’s form 
(rüpin), are in a state of transcendent detachment (audasinya) (from all 
phenomena with form). The contraction (to which consciousness is 
subject due to) objectivity does not occur here.” Thus those who possess 
intuitive insight (prasarikhyána) (call it), in accord with that, the ‘Great 
Pervasion’ (mahavyapti). (261-262) 


‘Form’ (rüpa) is the subject. As the universe is essentially the subject 
alone, (the subject) gives (shape and) form (raüpayati) to each ‘individual’ 
phenomenon. (In other words,) by making it one with itself, (it makes it seem as 


*! One could also translate ‘(the wise) know that those who, by means of the 
corresponding contemplative attainment (samaparti), are endowed with the subject's 
form (rüpin)"' are in a state of transcendent detachment (audasinya) (from all 
phenomena with form).’ Either way, the point is that yogis in this state lose all interest 
in external objects. 

?*? Here, as the transcendent aloofness realized by formed phenomenal entities is not 
total, the deep sleep state can be easily distinguished from Türiya, where all phenomena 
entirely disappear. 
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if it had a form of its own, and so) gives it form.*” ‘(The wise) know’ that that 
(inner) state of oneness within yogis is ‘Established in Form’ (rüpastha). The 
meaning is that they behave in that way. Surely (one may ask), if yogis are at 
one with the perceiver in this way, what is the difference between the Fourth 
state and deep sleep? With this doubt in mind, he says that ‘those who, by 
means of the corresponding contemplative attainment (samapatti), are 
endowed with the subject's form (rüpin), are in a state of transcendent 
detachment (audasinya) (from all phenomena with form)’. Here (in this 
state), by virtue (of their) contemplative attainment of the perceiver's nature, 
(yogis) are detached from forms, that is, phenomenally existing things. (The 
sense is that these objective forms) are in abeyance (anudreka). (Objectivity) 
does not totally fall away in all respects, as happens in the Fourth state, so that 
there would be no difference between it (and this state of deep sleep). ‘Thus’, 
the reason (for this) is because ‘the contraction (to which consciousness is 
subject due to) objectivity does not occur’. This is the meaning. 
‘Accordingly’, that is, in accord with (the experience of) those who possess 
intuitive insight (prasamkhyana), (it is called the ‘Great Pervasion' 
(mahavyapti)). That is said (in the Malinivijayottara): 


‘There are also two (terms) for the state of deep sleep: Abiding in Form 
(rüpastha) and the Great Pervasion (mahavyapri)’ *™* 


Here also, as is the case with the Corporeal (pindastha) and other states, 
there are four varieties. Thus he says: 


seme Tete de aa agfa a 
Ap TAA FIGS |0 3&3 íi 
sted fao wm Grey | 
uddsinasya tasyápi vedyam yena caturvidham | 


bhiitadi tadupadhyuttham atra bhedacatustayam V 263 || 
uditarn vipular Santam suprasannam athaparam | 


Although the subject is detached (in this way, the potential) object 
of knowledge is of four kinds, in accord with the limiting conditions 
corresponding to the creatures and the other (categories mentioned above). 
Thus, (deep sleep has) four varieties, namely, ‘Emergent’ (udita), 
‘Extensive’ (vipula), ‘Peaceful’ (Santa) and ‘Well Content’ (suprasanna), 
which is another.” (263-264ab) 


*3 One can also understand 'rüpa' to be derived from the root ‘rup’, which means ‘to 
break up’. In this sense, Jayaratha explains that the perceiving subject ‘breaks up’ the 
compact oneness of objective reality, and having broken it up into pieces, identifies it 
with himself. 

9! MV 2/37cd. 

?* Line 10/264ab is MV 2/45ab, which is quoted by Jayaratha here in the commentary. 
In deep sleep also, even though the subject himself is not at all interested in or perturbed 
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Although the perceiver (in deep sleep) is free of the disturbance brought 
about by objectivity and the rest, the (potential) object of knowledge (to which 
he is indifferent), namely, living beings and (elemental) principles etc., gives 
rise to the distinction between (bheda) the Emergent and the other (states of 
deep sleep), that will be described further ahead. Thus, (the object of 
knowledge) is of four kinds. For the same reason also, there are four varieties 
(of deep sleep), namely, Emergent and rest, due to the power of the limiting 
conditions (imposed by the four kinds of objects). This is the meaning of this 
sentence. (The first variety of deep sleep) is Emergent, because it is the state in 
which (objectivity) exists as the latent traces alone. (The second is) Extensive 
(Vipula), because it is the same, (but the latent traces) proliferate (and mature). 
(The third) is Peaceful (Santa) because (in it) the latent traces have dissolved 
away. It is Well Content (suprasanna), because it is a state of propensity (to 
relish) the aesthetic savour (rasa) of the emerging state of (pure) ‘T 
(consciousness) (aharbháva). That is said (in the Malinivijayottara): 


‘Those who think about yoga should know that Established in Form is 
of four kinds, namely, Emergent (udita), Extensive (vipula), Peaceful (santa) 
and Well Content (suprasanna), which is another.’*° 

The Fourth State?" 

Now, in due order, he defines the Fourth state. 


"nip Wurm wd wanpegR RATA I RRS odi 
pimmee eaaa 


by the object of cognition, he is still considered to be of four kinds, as is deep sleep 
itself, because the objects he is indifferent to are of four kinds. These are 1) living 
beings, 2) elemental principles, 3) denotations, and 4) the four fundamental 
epistemological categories of subject etc. which Abhinava has added to the three found 
in the MV. 

3% MV 2/44cd-45ab. 

?" Kşemarāja says in his commentary on PrHr sūtra 8 (KSTS p. 20): 

yada yada bahirmukham rūparh svarūpe viśrāmyati tadā tadā bahyavastiipasamharah 
antahpraśāntapadāvasthitih tattadudesyatsamvitsamtatyasiitranam — iti srsti-sthiti- 
samhüramelanàrüpà iyam turīyā samvidbhattarika tattatsrştyādibhedān udvamantī 
sariharanti ca sada pürnà ca [kh, ri: saħpūrņā ceti pāthah] krśā ca ubhaya rūpā ca 
anubhayátmà ca akramam eva sphuranti [g: kramenaiva sphuranti iti pathah] sthita 


‘Each time (consciousness spontaneously) orients itself towards the outer 
(world), while resting in its true inner nature, then outer reality (vastu) is withdrawn, 
and the condition is that of the inner tranquil state. Indicating the flow (santati) of 
consciousness with respect to that each time, this Fourth State, which the Goddess of 
Consciousness who is emanation, stability, withdrawal and union, emits and withdraws, 
each one of these divisions, namely, emanation and the rest, is always full, depleted, 
both (together) and neither of the two, abides, flashing forth (the one reality that is) free 
of succession.” The yogi who is established in that state is blissful, as all the 
differentiation between subject and object ceases for him. 
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yat tu pramatmakam rüpari pramatur upari sthitam || 264 || 
pürnatágamanaunmukhyam audasinyat paricyutih | 
tat turyam ucyate Saktisamaveso hy asau matah || 265 Il 


The Fourth state is considered to be penetration into (the reflective 
awareness which is) the power (of consciousness) (Saktisamavesa), and it is 
said to occur when (the body of the creatures and the rest) becomes a form 
of cognitive consciousness (prama) which is superior to that of the subject, 
who is no longer transcendentally aloof (as he was in deep sleep), but intent 
on the process of developing (perfect) plenitude.” (264cd-265) 


‘The subject’ (meant here) is the limited one. The full (unlimited 
subject) is of four kinds. The intended sense is that (this is) just the unfolding of 
(his) freedom. He explains the superior state (of the limited subject, by saying 
that he is) ‘no longer transcendentally aloof, but intent on the process of 
developing (perfect) plenitude'. Surely (one may ask), what is happening in 
the Fourth state, that one becomes intent (unmukha) on attaining one's own true 
nature from the mere abating of indifference? Anticipating this doubt, he says: 
*(it) is considered to be penetration into (the reflective awareness which is) 
the power of consciousness (Saktisamavesa)', for penetration into the power 
which is reflective awareness is the primary (factor) of that (intent). That is what 
is meant. 

Surely (one may ask), is this intent on the process of developing 
(perfect) plenitude total (pirna), or not? If it is not total there (in that case), then 
(that would be) the waking and other states (not the Fourth). If it is total, then 
(the state would be) Beyond the Fourth.” So how is this Fourth state different 
(from the others)? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


3 Somadeva (2004: 229) explains this verse with reference to the ones that follow: ‘In 
the Fourth state knowable entities appear as awareness on the verge of reaching 
plenitude because indifference is abating. It is also an immersion into Sakti. This 
awareness is the Goddess who is inaccessible by any means directly since she is herself 
the awareness: ‘I perceive". 

3 Abhinavagupta has defined the Fourth state as one in which the higher unconditioned 
perceiver is directing his attention to the process of regaining the plenitude of 
consciousness that is taking place spontaneously within himself as that consciousness. 
In other words, he is sustaining and participating in that process just by being intent on 
it. Indeed, it is from this intent that that process, with which it is a direct continuity, is 
set underway. The same intent operates in all the states of consciousness, but in a 
limited way, because there the perceiver is limited and he is confronted with an 
objectivity, whether actual or potential, felt to be separate from himself. In other words, 
all perception, whether of outer objects in the waking state or inner imagined ones when 
dreaming or even the ‘silence’ of deep sleep devoid of objective perception, is the result 
of this impulse inherent in consciousness to regain or recognize its inherent plenitude. 
This is because the completion and fulfilment of a perception takes place when the 
perceiver, once having known the object and thereby satisfied, returns to a state of rest 
within his own conscious nature, which is inherently full and perfect. In the three 
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sā samvit svaprakasa tu kaiscid uktà prameyatah | 
mānān matus ca bhinnaiva tadartham tritayam yatah 266 || 


Some (might) say that this self-luminous consciousness differs from 
the subject, object and means of knowledge insofar as these three (all tend 
towards it and) exist for its sake (tadartham). (266) 


Some say that because the (pure) consciousness, which is the Fourth 
state, is self-illumining, it is separate from (and independent of) the object 
(subject and means of knowledge, none of which are so). This is the meaning of 
(this) statement. Otherwise, (if that were not so), (by accepting) the view which 
maintains that (consciousness) illumines something other than itself 
(paraprakaSavada) or, as it is similar to that, the view that (consciousness is) 
imperceptible (aparoksaváda), it would not be possible to establish that there is 
a difference (in nature) between the perceiver and perception (pramana). This is 
because (consciousness) is (understood to be, like perception or the perceiver in 
relation to their object, just an illumining) light (that makes it manifest). Surely 
(one may ask), how is it that (consciousness) is self-luminous? With this doubt 
in mind, he says (that it is so) *insofar as these three (all tend towards it and) 
exist for its sake (tadartham)' . The meaning is that (that is so) insofar as the 
three (states of) waking and the rest (have their object and) purpose within that 
consciousness (artha). (That which has that as its purpose), possessing that 
craving or need which is desire (arthana), is intent (unmukha) on resting within 
consciousness. This is the meaning. Otherwise, (if this were not so, then 
consciousness, ) as the repose of waking and the other (states), would be intent 
on an ulterior state of rest (within another more fundamental reality, and that too 
on another, and so on,) which would result in an infinite regress."? This is the 
point. 


In response to the question as to how they come to rest within that 
(consciousness), he says: 


mundane states of consciousness, the perceiver is limited and individual. In the Fourth 
state, he is the unlimited, universal perceiver. Accordingly, the intent (aunmukhya) on 
the developing plenitude of consciousness is not full and perfect and uninterrupted in 
the case of the limited perceiver, who is also not so, whereas conversely, it is so in the 
higher state of consciousness in which the perceiver is so. 

3 The Fourth State (Turiya) is essentially consciousness that, self-Iuminous, is thereby 
distinguished from the state of the object, that of the means of knowledge and the 
individual subject. At the same time, all three rest within it as the states of waking, 
dreaming and deep sleep, respectively, and are thus directed towards taking their rest in 
pure consciousness. Were they not to rest in Türiya as self-luminous consciousness, then 
Turiya itself would have to find its ontic basis in some other state, which again, if not 
self-existent, would require another, leading to an infinite regress. 
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meyam mane mátari tat so ‘pi tasyàm mitau sphutam | 
visramyatiti saivaisà devi visvaikajtvitam || 267 Il 


The object comes to rest in the means of knowledge, the latter in the 
subject, and (the subject comes to rest most) clearly in this (pure) 
awareness (miti), which is thus the Goddess (devi), Who is the sole life of the 
universe. (267) 


(She is called a goddess —) ‘devi’, because, luminous with her own light, 
she shines." She is ‘the sole life of the universe’ because everything, the 
object (of knowledge, the means to it and the subject.) find rest here. As is said 
(in the Sarnvitprakàasa): 


*(In the course of perception,) the object (becomes subjective, and so) 
assumes the state of the subject, and the subject (becomes) consciousness. If it is 
true that consciousness is Your essential nature (Gtman), then (for that reason) 
this universe is made of You. 


Surely (one may object that) this (consciousness) is the fruit of (the 
application of) the means of knowledge (to its object). Thus,™ the object etc. 
are its life, it is certainly not theirs. So how is it that he said that? With this 
doubt in mind, he says: 


ay gmetad add d 
mfra AAT 11 282 od 
CHRIS Saas Aa yea | 
aaqiaetd yarn au a aT d 359 |i 


riipam drsaham ity amsatrayam uttirya vartate | 
dvaramatrasritopaya pa$yamity anupayikà |l 268 || 
pramátrtà svatantratvarüpà seyam prakāśate | 

samvit turtyariipaivam prakasatma svayam ca sā || 269 || 


Transcending the three aspects, namely, form (of objectivity), the 
vision (of the means of knowledge), and the ego (of the subject), (the 
Goddess) is (the very act of perception, which takes the form of the state of 


3I The word ‘devi’ (‘goddess’) is derived from the root ‘div’ in the sense of to shine. 
See above, 1/100-102 (101-103) for other similar etymologies of the masculine form 
‘deva’ (‘god’). 

* SP 1/31. Also quoted above ad 1/124 (124cd-125ab). See note there. 

33 Read ity ato for mitirato. 
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awareness,) *I see". Thus, all the means to realizing it are only indirect 
(dvaramatra) (provisional, instrumental and) based on them.™ (In short,) 
She is the state of subjectivity (pramatrta), which is the freedom beyond the 
means to realization (anupayika), that shines (thus). Such is consciousness, 
the Fourth state, spontaneously luminous in itself. (268-269) 


‘Form’ is the object, ‘vision’ is the means of knowledge, and the ego is 
the subject. ‘She’ (is the Goddess), Who is the sole life of the universe. Pure 
and supreme consciousness, she transcends in this way ‘the three aspects’ (as 
the act of perception which takes the form of the state of awareness) "I see". 
Then after the outward flow in this form, She returns back (into herself). The 
instrumental means (dvára) for her to rest within her own nature is the means 
(upàya) characterized by the three, namely, object of knowledge and the rest, 
based on just this, (and is generated) by her. However, within her own nature 
she is the state of supreme subjectivity, which is freedom (itself devoid of) 
means (anupüyá), which (in her case) need not be employed, and are not 
appropriate. This is the meaning.** 

Surely (one may object) that, we see that the Light, the form of which is 
the Fourth state, abides on the plane of the fruit (of perception), which is 
separate from its object, means and agent. No consciousness of any sort 
manifests (parisphurati) which is separate from that, that can be indicated by 
means (of the expression) “I see". With this doubt in mind, he says that ‘that 
shines (thus)'. That pure consciousness which is the supreme perceiver shines 
(spontaneously) by itself (in itself). It is not on the plane of manifestation of 
thought constructs such as “I see" and the like. This is the meaning. She is the 
essential nature of the Light which, considered to be the Fourth state, (shines as) 
“I see". Thus, if she were not to shine, for even a moment, nothing at all would 
manifest." 


?* See following note. 

35 This translation assumes an emendation of dvāramātrāśritopāyā to dvaramatrasrito- 
pa) However, it seems, judging by Jayaratha's explanation, that he has at least 
partially accepted the unemended reading, taking the compound as qualifying the 
Goddess of Consciousness. His somewhat forced interpretation seems to be that the 
Goddess in herself as the Fourth state is the pure consciousness, 'I see', which is direct 
insight, devoid of means. She is also the means based on the object, means of 
knowledge and the individual perceiver when she is present or based (asrita) on them as 
just indirect or provisional means. However, a more literal understanding of the 
unemended text would make the goddess herself the means or having them as her 
means. Anyway, this extra digression is not essential to what Abhinavagupta is saying, 
namely that the Fourth state is the pure perception, which is the state of the supreme 
perceiver devoid of this triad. In his TSA (p. 106), Abhinava says the same, practically 
word for word, omitting this extra statement. 

3% The first three states of consciousness are experienced at the level of the contracted 
state of consciousness of individual subjectivity. These are marked by the three aspects 
of perception, namely, the object of knowledge, which dominates in the waking state, 
the means of knowledge, which dominates when dreaming, and the subject, which 
dominates in deep sleep. In terms of perception, the interaction of these three factors 
produces perception itself as a cognitive state of knowing (miti). This Abhinavagupta 
says is the Goddess of Consciousness — the Inexplicable (anakhya). The word for 
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Thus he says: 


Tara AAs ef TEST | 
THAIS TERT FA: 11 $e di 
ATTA GU AAAI | 
tatsamávesatadatmye matrtvam bhavati sphutam | 


tatsamüvesoparügàn mdnatvam meyata punah || 270 || 
tatsamaveSanaikatyat trayam tattadanugrahat | 


(The pure) subjectivity (of consciousness) is clearly evident (sphuta) 
in the state of oneness (tadatmya) with the penetration of that (the Fourth 
State) (samavesa). The means of knowledge (operates) due to the influence 
(uparaga) of that penetration, and objectivity (exists) because of its 
proximity (naikatya) to it. Thus, the three exist by the grace of each of these 
(relationships with the penetrating contemplative absorption of the Fourth 
State, that is, by oneness, influence and proximity). (270-271ab) 


Subject, (means, and object of knowledge are such) according to their 
distance in relation to the Fourth state. Thus he says that ‘((the pure) 
subjectivity (of consciousness) is clearly evident (sphuta)) in the state of 
oneness (tadatmya) with the penetration (of the Fourth State) (samdavesa). 
(The means of knowledge (operates)) due to the influence (uparaga) of that 
penetration, and (objectivity (exists)) because of its proximity (naikatya) to 
it? 

According to the doctrine that consciousness is other than the result of 
the (application of) a means of knowledge, and in accord with what is well 
known to the scriptures, he says: 


RAA ATTAT 11 22 odi 
maage A À d 


vedyādibhedagalanād uktā seyam anāmayā || 271 Il 
máütrüdyanugrahüdhünát"" savyāpāreti bhanyate | 


consciousness — sarivid — is feminine, thus clearly underlining that it is the Goddess of 
Consciousness who is reflective awareness (vimarsa) and freedom (svātantrya). In 
terms of the states of consciousness, this is the Fourth state. Abhinava describes it here 
as the experience "I see". There is no object of experience. Nor is there any means of 
knowledge, sensorial or mental; it arises spontaneously. Moreover, the "T" is not that of 
the limited individual perceiver, it is the ground or fundamental consciousness of all 
perceivers, and indeed, of all that manifests and hence exists in any form, including the 
other states of consciousness. 

37 Read, as suggested by the editor, -nugrahadhanat for -nugrahadanat. 
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(That supreme power) is said (in the Malinivijayottara) to be 
‘immaculate’ (andmaya), because the duality (bheda) brought about by 
objectivity and the rest (that is, the subject and means of knowledge) has 
fallen away. It is said to be ‘active’ (savyapara) because it bestows grace to 
the perceiver and the rest.** (271cd-272ab) 


‘It is said’, that is, it was said previously. ‘It is said to be ‘active’ 
(savyapara) and ‘immaculate’ in the Mdlinivijayottara, as will be attested a 
little further ahead.*” 

He now applies (this doctrine) from the perspective of all the views 
(darsana). 


HG tag rA aR Gp 282 1 
IR WI Sp fee Wer T fem gd 


jāgradādy api devasya saktitvena vyavasthitam | 272 || 
aparam paráparam ca dvidhà tat sā para tv iyam | 


The states of waking and rest are also the Lord's power, which is of 
two kinds, namely inferior (apara) (as waking and dreaming) and middling 
(parapara) (as deep sleep). This, (the Fourth State), is that supreme (para) 
(power). (272cd-273ab) 


Thus, the three (states of) waking and the rest, are the Supreme Lord's 
power, which ‘is of two kinds’. ‘That’ is (the Lord's) power which is ‘this’ 
consciousness that is the Fourth state and the Supreme (Goddess). Thus, waking 
and dreaming are the inferior Apara (power), and deep sleep, Paráparà, (the 
middling one), whereas the Fourth state is Para (the supreme power). 

Here (in this case) also, as before, there is a variety of designations (of 
this state). Thus he says: 


emere p we: 1 
NT umb Tat eund qp A: | 
veidrsperafacnfzw watt qum d sev gi 
eee TITS FTA AAT | 

rüpakatvüd udāsīnāc cyuteyam pürnatonmukhi I| 273 Il 
dasà tasyári samapatti rüpátitam tu yoginah | 


pürnataunmukhyayogitvàd visvam pasyati tanmayah | 274 |l 
prasamkhyata pracayatas teneyam pracayo matā | 


*S This verse is a gloss on MV 2/41, which is quoted below as 10/285. See there. 
3? See below 10/284d-287, which is MV 2/40d-42. 
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Free of the (transcendental) detachment of the subject in deep sleep 
(rüpaka), this, (the Fourth state), tends towards fullness (pürnatonmukhi). 
Yogis (call) contemplative union (samapatti) within it ‘Beyond Form’ 
(Ripatita) (which is the conscious subject). Tending towards fullness as it 
is, the man who meditates with intuitive insight?" (prasarkhyatr), at one 
with it, sees the universe gathered (within it into a single whole) 
(pracayatah). Thus this, (the Fourth State) is called ‘Accumulation’ 
(pracaya). (273cd-275ab) 


The contemplative union within this Fourth state is called ‘Beyond 
Form’ (rüpátita), because it is beyond the ‘form’ which is the limited subject. (It 
arises) because (consciousness) is free of the (transcendental) detachment of the 
subject (in deep sleep), as (the Fourth state) is one that is propense (and tends) 
towards the plenitude (of pure consciousness, (whereas in deep sleep the 
individual perceiver rests in itself). (It is called ‘Accumulation’) because (the 
man who possesses intuitive insight) ‘sees the universe (gathered wi 
(a single) whole’, as it is (a mass of the) rays (of the Light of consciousness) 
and so is ‘at one with it’. This is said because it is perceived (to be the state one 
has come to pos: and is one’s own), like an amla fruit (held in the palm of 
one's hand). This is the meaning. That is said (in the Malinivijayottara): ‘The 
Fourth State is rightly called ‘Accumulation’ (pracaya) and Beyond Form 
(rüpátita). ^? 

Surely (one may ask), as they are mixed together with one another 
within that (state of consciousness) also, is it possible or not for it to have four 
forms, like the waking and other (states)? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


aemmur giem wegen fS 1 ouod 
wf feo dem wr faena fe wmm | 


naitasyam aparà turyadasà sambhavyate kila ll 275 Il 
samvin na kila vedyà sā vittvenaiva hi bhàsate | 


No second Fourth state (i.e. Fourth-fourth) is possible in this (state). 
Consciousness (sarivid) is not objectively perceptible (vedya). It only 
manifests as the conscious sentience (vittva) (of the perceiver).“* (275cd- 
276ab) 


7! See above, 10/261-262. 

*! See above note to 10/245. 

%2 MV 2/38ab. Printed edition of the MV reads pracayari for pracayo. 

%3 Although both the Fourth state and deep sleep are states of consciousness in which 
there is no objective perception, they differ a great deal. This is because in the former 
case objectivity is absent, as it is experienced to be one with consciousness; whereas in 
the latter it is absent, because the perceiver is unconscious and so does not perceive it. 
Thus, Abhinava writes: 


"In states of inebriation, (deep) sleep, unconsciousness and the like, the object 
is not perceived directly, because there is no knowledge of some particular object. 
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The Fourth state is supreme consciousness, which is one with the 
knower. It does not even make contact with the plane of objectivity. So how can 
it assume the nature of both subject and object in such a way that it may rest in 
both conditions as the Fourth state of the Fourth state? 

Surely, if that is so, is it possible or not that there can be states of the 
Fourth (state) in waking and the rest? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


IHE] STMT: IMENT TT: [b 3€ odi 
fruges quer AENA | 
Tir up aaa Weg: d eee odi 


jāgradādyās tu sambhavyas tisro ‘syah pragdasa yatah ll 276 Il 
tritayanugrahat seyam tenoktà trikasüsane | 
manonmanam anantam ca sarvartham iti bhedatah W 277 |l 


The three states of waking and the rest can arise (in the Fourth 
state as well), because, as it is the prior (initial) state (pragdasa), the three 
exist by its grace. Therefore, it is said about it in the Trikasasana (i.e. the 
Malinivijayottara) that it is variously (bhedatah) (called) ‘Beyond Mind’ 
(manonmana) (which is waking in the Fourth State), ‘Endless’ (Ananta) 
(which is dreaming in the Fourth State), and ‘All Things’ (Sarvartha) 
(which is deep sleep in the Fourth State). (276cd-277) 


Waking and the other states ‘can arise (in the Fourth state)’. They are 
the unfolding of the (creative) freedom of supreme consciousness. Thus, he says 
that that is ‘because the three exist by its grace’. Thus, this (consciousness) is 
said in the Málinivijayottara to be of three kinds, in accord with the nature of 
the waking and other (states). Thus (he says) ‘therefore’ etc. ‘Therefore’, 
because (the Fourth state) graces the three states of waking and the rest. (The 
Fourth state experienced) when awake (is called) ‘Beyond Mind’ (manonmana), 
because (as in the waking state) it is primarily free of thought constructs, as it 
goes beyond its activity, which is to think (manana). Endless (ananta) (is the 
name for the Fourth state when it is experienced) whilst dreaming because, 
independent of the external world and the senses etc., it is not subject to the 
limitations of space and time etc. ‘All Things’ (sarvartha) (is the name for the 
Fourth state experienced) in deep sleep, because (in that state) all things abide as 
(a unified) potential (Sakti) (within consciousness). 


However, in the supreme state (of consciousness), (every) particular object of 
knowledge is absent. The difference (between them), even though the object is not 
perceived equally (in both cases), is due to the fact that in states of inebriation and the 
like, a form of obscuration (mohdvesa) predominates, whereas (on the supreme plane,) 
this is the Fourth state (of consciousness), because perception takes place at one with the 
perceiver.’ (PTv p. 10) 

3 277cd is MV 2/45cd, and so Trikasásana here clearly means the MV. Abhinava has 
replaced satatoditam — ‘ever Risen’ in the printed edition of the MV with iri bhedatah 
‘divided into’. 
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Having defined the Fourth state in this way, he (now) defines the state 
Beyond the Fourth. 


"n phasgan | 
gida g qaga WA WEN d eee di 


yat tu pürnünavacchinnavapur ànandanirbharam | 
turyátitam tu tat prahus tad eva paramam padam | 278 Il 


(The wise) say that the nature (vapus) of the state Beyond the 
Fourth (türyátita) is that which lacks nothing (pürna), is undivided, and is 
overflowing with bliss. That itself is the supreme plane (pada) (of 
consciousness). (278) 


Surely (one may ask): Beyond the Fourth is the fifth plane (of 
consciousness). Is there another plane beyond that also, or not? With this doubt 
in mind, he says that it is ‘the supreme plane (pada) of consciousness)’. It is 
‘supreme’ because it does not require anything else, as it is the abode of 
supreme rest. Thus, it is said that ‘the nature (vapus) of the state Beyond the 
Fourth (tiryafita) is that which lacks nothing (pürna), is undivided, and is 
overflowing with bliss.’ 

Surely (one may ask), just as the terms for the four states of waking and 
the rest are said to be three as they relate to three (different aspects of the same 
state, when seen from the point of view) of daily life (loka), Yoga and intuitive 
insight (prasamkhydna),** in the same way are they said to be (three) here (in 
this case) also, or not? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


m Oey Aaa amaA: |d 
aI SAI WT FA: db We |di 
Amam ammfemafewfzu: | 

nátra yogasya sadbhavo bhavandder abhavatah | 


aprameye ‘paricchinne svatantre bhavyata kutah | 279 |l 
yogabhiprayatas™ tena namasmin nàdisad vibhuh | 


There is no meditation (bhavana) or anything of the sort (in this 
state), and so there is no yoga here. Where is the object of meditation 
within (a reality) that is not objectively perceivable (aprameya) and is 
unlimited and free? Thus, the Lord has not taught any yogic name for it. 
(279-280ab) 


%5 See above, 10/246. 
“® Read, with MS G: yogabhiprayatas for yogadyabhavatas. 
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"Thus', because there is no yoga (in this state). The same is said in 
Chapter Two and elsewhere (with regards to Anuttara, the Absolute beyond all 
means of attainment). 

Thus, as (the state) here is one with consciousness, only intuitive insight 
(prasarikhyàna) attains it. Accordingly, its name is with reference to that. Thus 
he says: 


wema Waa: 1 34o od 
ames Wh Ferree | 


prasamkhyanabalat tv etad rüpari pürnatvayogatah I 280 || 
anuttarad iha proktam mahapracayasamjnitam | 


This state (rupa) (can only be attained) by the power of intuition 
(prasamkhyàna)."" For this reason, and because it is full (and perfect) and 
is Anuttara (the Absolute), it is called here the ‘Great Accumulation’ 
(mahàpracaya)."* (280cd-281ab) 


(The word) ‘this’ (in the expression) ‘this state’ refers to the (state) 
Beyond the Fourth. Surely (one may ask), the term ‘Accumulation’ was used for 
the Fourth state. What is the reason for its being greater than that also? With this 
doubt in mind, he says that is ‘because it is Anuttara (the absolute)’ and 
‘because it is full (and perfect)’. Anuttara is the Fourth state. There (in the 
case of the Fourth state) the nature (rüpa) of consciousness is only 
transcendent. Here (in the case of the state Beyond the Fourth), although it is 
also such, (its nature) is also immanent. Thus, it is additionally (said to be) 
‘great’. That is said (in the Málinivijayottara): 


‘The discerning (vicaksana) (men of knowledge) consider (the state) 
Beyond the Fourth to be the Great Accumulation (mahàpracaya). 5 


piama Sepe wea F fe 11 cz 
aaa remo te ser fast | 


pirnatvad eva bhedanam asyam sambhávanà na hi V 281 |I 
tannirásaya naitasyam bheda ukto vigesanam | 


? See above 10/245. 

?* Somadeva (2004: 230): ‘In this state perceived entities appear in the form of 
unlimited plenitude, replete with beatitude (ananda). . . . Gnostics call this state the 
Great Accumulation because it is plenum greater than the purely transcendent fourth 
state." 

5? The nature of the state Beyond the Fourth as Anuttara (the absolute) refers to its 
transcendence, which is experienced as the Fourth state. Its plenitude characterizes its 
immanence. Thus, as the experience of both aspects, it is ‘great’. 

59 MV 2/38cd. 
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There can be no question of any divisions within it, because it is 
perfectly complete (pirna). Thus, in order to refute (this possibility, the 
Malinivijaya) does not mention any specific division within it. (281cd- 
282ab) 


Surely, (it is said in) the M@linivijayottara: 


‘Beyond Mind (manonmana), Endless (ananta), and All Things 
(sarvartha) (are terms for the Fourth state), (whereas) there (in the case of the) 
the Great Accumulation (mahapracaya), the sole term is this, namely, Ever 
Arisen (satatodita). ?' 


Thus, according to this, in the case of the Great Accumulation also there 
is said to be (only) one variety, namely, ‘Ever Arisen’. So how is it that he 
declared that there is not said to be (any) subdivision on the plane Beyond the 
Fourth? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


waded H0 222 4i 


satatoditam ity etat sarvavyapitvasücakam || 282 || 


(The Malinivijayottara says that) it is ‘ever arisen’ (satatodita) (i.e. 
‘perpetually active’ or ‘eternally manifest’). This indicates that it pervades 
all things (it is not a reference to one of its types). (282cd) 

Just as in such statements as *Sartva is subtle and illuminating’, ® sattva 
is said to have this or that nature as subtle and the like, similarly here (in the 
case of the state Beyond the Fourth) also, (by saying that it is) ‘ever arisen’, 
(its) undivided nature, which is its all-pervasiveness, is made known 
(prakasita). 

What is the proof (pramdna) here (of this)? With this doubt in mind, he 
says: 


q àF wa wala Ye: sae FA | 


na hy eka eva bhavati bhedah kvacana kaścana | 
That which is one is nowhere subject to division of any sort. (283ab) 


Divisions divide (things up, distinguishing them from one another) in 
relation to (their) counter-correlates; thus, how can there be only one division? 
(Indeed.) it is said that (a single variety) is just (an entity's) own nature itself. 

Thus, to say that here (in this case) there is (only) one division is the 
babbling of a fool. 


5! MV 2/45cd-46ab. 
32 SamKa 13a. 
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turyütite bheda ekah satatodita ity ayam | 283 Il 
miidhavadas tena siddham avibheditvam asya tu | 


(Some maintain) that there is one division in the state Beyond the 
Fourth, namely, the *Ever Arisen' (i.e. eternally manifest). This is a foolish 
view (not worth considering), and so it is established that (undivided,) it has 
no divisions.'** (283cd-284ab) 


Thus, the scripture (says) the same. Accordingly, he says: 


aye qune 


Sripürvasástre tenoktam........ 
Thus it is said in the Sriparvasastra (Malinivijayottara): 


As (the explanation of the state called) Established in the Body 
(pindastha) has been previously corroborated (with scripture), * he (goes on) to 
quote (the passages relating to the state called) Abiding in Place (padastha) and 
the rest. 


TARE fag: I sev og 
Taree: Umm STAs went 
sdi Wap wf: TAMIA |) 224 dd 


53 Somadeva (2004: 230-1) rightly points out that ‘Abhinavagupta claims that no 
explanatory division has been taught for this state. The expression ‘Ever Arisen’ 
mentioned in the Malinivijayottara is merely a pointer to its all-pervasiveness, but is not 
a subdivision. It would be absurd to divide something into a single division. In this, 
Abhinavagupta appears to be distorting the Mdlinivijayottara, which plainly mentions 
another term (satatodita). The phrasing of the Málinivijayottara is ambiguous, and 
Abhinavagupta's polemics indicate that there are three ways to interpret this passage. 
Firstly, the four stages could be taken as collectively referring to Accumulation. This 
would violate Abhinavagupta's scheme by enumerating four and not three sublevels for 
the fourth state: Transmental, Infinite, All-accomplishing and Permanently Liberated. 
For Abhinavagupta this is unacceptable, because the existence of the ‘fourth state in the 
fourth' reduces awareness to a cognized entity, a logical impossibility. Secondly, the 
view so vehemently denied by Abhinavagupta, the Ever Arisen, could be taken as the 
one (and only) synonym of the Great Accumulation. The Ever Arisen would then 
amount to a yogic term for the highest level. Abhinavagupta's problem with this 
interpretation is that it elevates yoga to an equal status with gnosis. While his 
Tantraloka attempts an assimilation of ritual (kriya) and yoga to gnosis (see above 
1/150-153), the Malinivijaya actually teaches the supremacy of perfected yoga (see MV 
4/33-41).” 

354 See above, 10/240cd-241 for MV 2/39c-40ab. 
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. padastham aparar viduh || 284 ll 

mantras tatpatayah sesà rüpastham iti kirtyate | 
rüpátitam para Saktih savyaparapy anamayà Il 285 I| 
nisprapafico nirabhasah $uddhah svatmany avasthitah | 
sarvátitah sivo jfieyo yarn viditvà vimucyate ll 286 Il 


(The wise) know that the other state (in which the creatures etc. are 
instruments of objectivization of the substratum consciousness) is (called) 
‘Abiding in Place’ (padastha). The Mantras, their Lords (i.e the Lords of 
Mantra), along with (their) Lords (i.e. the Great Lords of Mantra), are said 
to be ‘Abiding in Form’ (rüpastha). The Supreme Power, which is stainless 
and active, is ‘Beyond Form’ (rüpáfita) Siva should be known to be 
transcendent (nisprapaiica), unmanifest (nirbhása), 5 pure, established in 
His own nature, and beyond all (states); once He is known (the fettered 
soul) is liberated.“ (284cd-286) 


%5 Cf. use of the term nirbhása — ‘unmanifest’ in the mangala verse at the beginning of 
TPy, where Nira is Siva in a ‘pure’ transcendent state. The self-awareness which is 
‘T (ahar) is its first manifestation: 


nirübhását pürnàd aham iti pura bhásayati yad 
dvisakham àsàs te tadanu ca vibhankturn nijakalam | 
svarüpád unmesaprasarananimesasthitijusas — 

tad advaitarh vande paramasivasaktyatma nikhilam V 1 \ 


‘I praise that nonduality, the All, the nature of which is Supreme Siva and 
Sakti. From the Unmanifest (nirbhasa) plenitude (pina), it initially manifests as ‘I’. 
Then in order to divide its own power into two branches, it assumes the state of 
unfolding (emanation), the flow (of persistence) and closure’. 
?*^ 10/284cd-286 is a literal quotation of MV 2/40d-42. See above See above, 10/271cd- 
272ab, where Abhinava glosses MV 2/41. Somadeva (2004: 232) translates this passage 
as follows: ‘The other (condition, in which they appear as instruments of 
objectivization,) is termed Abiding in Place (padastha). Mantras, Lords of Mantras with 
their Lords (i.e. sovereigns of the Lords of Mantras - Mahamantre$a) are known (to 
correspond to) Abiding in Form (rüpastha). Beyond Form (rūpātīta) is the transcendent 
power untainted though immersed in activity. Siva should be known to be free of 
diversity (nisprapanca), unmanifest (nirbhàsa), pure, established in His own nature, and 
beyond all (states and things). One is liberated when He is known." 
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"The other’ (state is an) instrument of  objectivization 
(adhisthanakarana), whereas (the individual) perceiver predominates (over the 
means and object of knowledge) in deep sleep. Thus, he says that "The 
Mantras, their Lords (i.e the Lords of Mantra), along with (their) Lords 
(i.e. the Great Lords of Mantra)’ (abide in the Fourth state in deep sleep). 
‘Power’ is consciousness, and she is, as was said previously, the form of the 
Fourth state. (Siva is) ‘transcendent’ means that his nature (is one and) 
undivided. Thus it is said that He is 'established in His own nature' and is 
‘unmanifest’ and *pure'. He is ‘beyond all’. that is, He is beyond all (the 
states), including the Fourth and the rest. The meaning is that He excels 
everything else. 

Surely, it was said before that ‘(1 will now describe them as) I have 
learnt them by the grace of Sambhunatha’,*** so is what he has stated (just) his 
own idea or not? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


sft A ANATA: | 
apa: Gerd STE ETTA 1 209 |i 


iti Srisumatiprajnacandrikasantatamasah | 
Srisaribhunüthah sadbhàvam jagradadau nyarüpayat | 287 ll 


Sambhunatha described the essence of the waking and other states 
(to me); the darkness (of his ignorance) dissipated by the moonlight of the 
venerable Sumati's wisdom. (287) 


The venerable Sumatinatha was his teacher's teacher, from whom he 
received this (teaching) through the succession of teachers.’ 

Now he begins to describe the nature of these (states) according to the 
view of other teachers also. 


The Waking and Other States of the Seven Perceivers 


Kaula Yogic state Epistemic Equivalent Perceiver 
Abiding in the Body Sustained (adhistheya) Conditioned / Dissolution 
Deconditioned 


Abiding in Place 


Sustaining Process 
(adhisthana) 


Consciousness 
Deconditioned 


Abiding in Form 


sustainer (adhisthatr) 


Mantra, Mantre$a, 
Mantramahesvara 


Consciousness (sarhvid) 


Supreme Power 


Beyond Form 
Y Ziva 


%9 *Pürna' — ‘full’ and pure are synonyms. Pürnatvàd eva ca śuddhā kşobharahitā TĀv 
ad 10/206, where ksobha is defined as śaktidaśā. 


*5* Above, 10/230cd. 


*® Jayaratha is mistaken here. Sumati was directly Sambhunatha’s teacher. See above 


concerning how this error has arisen ad 1/213 note 1,1127. 
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sr g erat agree far. 
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anye tu kathayanty esam bhangim anyadrsim sritàh | 
yad riipam jagradadinam tad idanim nirüpyate ll 288 || 


We will now describe the nature of the waking and other states 
according to what others say, who see it from another point of view. (288) 

The ‘others’ are (Utpaladeva), who wrote the /svarapratyabhijfiá, and 
others. 

He says just that: 


were ramener fe a: | 
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tatraksavrttim üsritya bahyakaragraho hi yah | 

taj jagrat sphutam dsinam anubandhi punah punah | 289 || 
ütmasankalpanirmánam svapno jagradviparyayah | 
layakalasya bhogo ‘sau malakarmavasn'" na tu ll 290 lI 
sthiro*? bhaven nisabhavat suptam saukhyadyavedane | 
jñānākalasya malatah kevalàd bhogamatratah l| 291 |l 


The waking state consists of the perception of external forms 
based on the activity of the senses. It is clearly evident (sphuta), stable, and 
(the experiences had in it) follow on from one another coherently, 
repeatedly (without contradiction). 

The dream state is the opposite of waking. It consists of the creation 
of subjective thought forms, and constitutes the experience (bhoga) of the 
Dissolution Deconditioned (pralayakala) subject, which is determined by 
(his) innate impurity (ànavamala) and Karma. It is unstable, because (the 
impurity of) Maya is absent. 

The state of deep sleep coincides with the absence (of all sensations) 
of pleasure and the like. It consists only of the pure experience 


%0 This view is presented by Utpaladeva in the IP 3/2/15-17, quoted in the commentary 
here. 

%1 MVV reads layakarmavasan. 

?? Read with MVV sthiro for sthiri. 


3 Verses 289-299 correspond to MVV 1/999-1009. TA 10/289-291 = MVV 1/999- 
1001. 
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(bhogamatra) (devoid of objective content) of the Consciousness 


(anava) impurity alone. (289-291) 


"The waking state' is the perception of a reality (artha) which, because 
it is external, is common to all perceivers as the field of operation of all the 
senses. Again, as that reality is external, ‘it is clearly evident (sphuta) and 
stable'; that is, abides (constantly) as a clearly evident (state of) manifestation 
(abhasa). Thus, as no contradiction (büdha) arises (to sublate them), ‘(the 
experiences had in it) follow on from one another coherently repeatedly’. 
The meaning is that the field (of the waking state) is a clearly evident and stable 
(outer) reality. That is said (in the /svarapratyabhijüà): 


"The creation (of phenomena), which is stable because it is the field (of 
operation) of all the senses, insofar as it is external, and (so) is common to all 
perceivers, is the waking state.” 


The reason why 'the dream state is the opposite of waking' is 
because ‘it consists of the creation of subjective thought forms’. As the 
reality there (when dreaming) is solely the field of operation of the mind, it is 
not common to all perceivers, nor is it the field of operation of all the senses, 
and (the experiences had in it) do not follow on from one another coherently and 
repeatedly. That is said (in the /svarapratyabhijna): 


"The clearly manifest creation of phenomena solely within the domain 
of the mind which, because they are mistaken to be objects of the senses, is 
considered to be the dreaming state. * 


Again, here (when dreaming), what was said about (the content of the 
experience when awake, namely that) it is clearly manifest, is not the case. (For 
this reason,) and also because it is not the field of operation of all the senses, it 
is the opposite of waking. Thus, there is no contradiction. Saying that 'it 
constitutes the experience (bhoga) of the Dissolution Deconditioned 
(pralayakala) subject’ means that here (in this state) the experiencer (bhoktr) is 
the Dissolution Deconditioned (subject). It is thus (implicitly) indicated that the 
perceiver in the waking state is the Conditioned (sakala) one. That is said: 


"There (in that case), objectivity is in the Innate Nature (svarüpa), and 
the perceiver is considered to be the Conditioned (sakala) one. Power, which is 


361 TP 32/17. 

%5 TP 3/2/16. Utpaladeva himself explains in his brief commentary on this verse (vrtti): 
"The individual soul's dreaming state is the Lord's creation of the manifestations of 
forms and the like, (that are perceived) by the power of the mind alone, even when the 
powers of the sense of sight and the rest are inactive. This is an illusion, because after 
the manifestation of a form, for example, which (in the waking state is perceived in) 
common with other subjects, has lasted as such (for as long as the dream lasts), it does 
not continue (later) at some other time." 
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considered to be that of the Conditioned (perceiver), assumes the form of 
perception. 


Surely (one may ask), how is it that here the experience (bhoga) of the 
Dissolution Deconditioned (perceiver) does not become stable, as is that of the 
Conditioned one? With this doubt in mind, he says that ‘it is unstable because 
(the impurity of) Maya is absent. The experience of (the Dissolution 
Deconditioned perceiver) arises due to its association with the two impurities of 
Individuality and Karma. (But) because there the impurity of Maya is absent, it 
does not develop, because it does not acquire a locus, such as the body, (that it 
may do so). That is said: 


"The experience (bhoga) of (the perceiver) called Dissolution 
Deconditioned arises because of the presence of the impurity of Karma. (But) 
because Maya is absent, it does not become stable. 5 


(The state of deep sleep coincides with the absence of all sensations of) 
‘pleasure and the like’. The expression ‘and the like’ refers to (outer 
sensations) of sound etc. That is said (in the /varapratyabhijà): 


"The state of deep sleep, which is similar to cosmic destruction, (obtains 
when (the subject) rests solely on just (the plane of the void or the vital breath) 
alone. It may be associated with the impurity of Maya or not, according to 
whether objectivity is present or absent)" And it is ‘the state (of 
consciousness which is) devoid of objects of perception dud 


% Here, it seems, is another verse Jayaratha quotes from Abhinava's anonymous 
source. 

%7 This appears to be another citation from Jayaratha’s unnamed source. 

** TP 3/2/15b. The remaining part of the kārikā has been added in brackets. These are 
the two kinds of deep sleep. One is total in the sense that in that state the perceiver 
perceives nothing at all and so is completely devoid of any objective experience of 
anything. This is deep sleep ‘without objectivity’ (apavedyasusupti). This is the 
condition of emptiness of objectivity. It is quite different, indeed quite the opposite of 
the emptiness of subjectivity. The former is totally exclusive and so incomplete 
(apürna), whereas the latter is absolutely inclusive and all-embracing and full of all 
things (pürna). The first kind of deep sleep exists as unknown objectivity. In the second 
kind of deep sleep, the sleeper is immersed in the flux of the vital force, which although 
beyond the inner cognitive apparatus, is experienced as a recollection of having slept 
soundly and that it has passed. 

Utpaladeva explains in his brief commentary on this verse (vrtti): ‘(When the 
subject) rests in the emptiness (of total deep sleep), there is no object, and so the 
Impurity of Maya does not exist. (But when the subject abandoning the mind merges) 
into the vital breath (prana) etc., the state of (his) deep sleep is (experienced in 
retrospect as transitory, and so is) similar to cosmic destruction. He (still) possesses (and 
is affected by) the Impurity of Maya, because (in this state there is some) association 
with a (subtle) touch of pleasure and the like (that he recollects as his having slept well 
when he wakes up). 

% Ibid. 3/2/13d. The reference here is to the form of deep sleep devoid of objectivity 
(apavedyasausupti). The complete verse states: 
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What remains to be said is that that is the state (pada) of the 
Consciousness Deconditioned (perceiver). The reason for that is that here (in 
this case), the proper experience for him arises only from the (impurity of) 
Individuality, the sole nature of which is craving (abhilasa). 

Surely (one may ask), do Consciousness Deconditioned (perceivers) 
also possess the impurity of Individuality and the competence to have the 
experience of which it is the cause? With this doubt in mind, he says: 


Segen: AAAA ASST: | 

ad oa fern ARATAT: 11 292 11 
TRAIT TATTOO: | 

sr aeret: aA: 11283 i 

qi d GEG Wear A Tae a | 

bhedavantah svato ‘bhinnas cikirsyante jadajadah | 

turye tatra sthità mantratannathadhisvaras trayah | 292 || 
yavad bhairavabodhantahpravesanasahisnavah | 


bhava vigaladatmiyasarah svayam abhedinah | 293 Il 
turyatitapade samsyur iti paficadasatmake | 


(Although the Consciousness Deconditioned subjects) are in 
themselves undivided (from one another because they are all one with 
consciousness), they are separated (from each other by the Lord’s will. 
Thus, differentiated in this way, they are both) sentient and insentient. 
When they are established there in the Fourth State, they become 
(successively) the three, namely, Mantras, Lords of Mantras, and (then) 
Great Lords of Mantra. (This process continues) until (all) things, ardently 
desiring (sahisnu) inward entry into Bhairava’s consciousness," 
(gradually) lose their own individual essence and, in themselves undivided, 
become established on the plane Beyond the Fourth State. (Such is the 
correspondence between the five states) when the divisions are fifteen. (292- 
294ab) 


Although those who are Consciousness Deconditioned (perceivers) are 
undivided because (their) on nature is consciousness etc., even so 'they are 
separated' by the Supreme Lord's will. Thus, because they differ (from one 
another), they are insentient, and because they do not, they are sentient. So it is 


"When the void, which is absence of the intellect and the rest (of the inner 
mental organ), is the plane of the agency (of the subject who is inactive), subjectivity 
(ahanta) (in which objectivity consists of) just latent traces (of past action) 
(samskaramatrini), (that is) the state (of consciousness) devoid of objects of 
perception." 

0 MVV reads —bhairavabodhárisapravesa- ‘entry into an aspect of Bhairava's 
consciousness" for 
~bhairavabodhantapravesa- ‘inward entry into Bhairava's consciousness’. 
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said that ‘(they are both) sentient and insentient’. As (the venerable 
Utpaladeva) says: 


‘Although the Consciousness Deconditioned (perceivers) possess the 
same (common) characteristics, such as (their nature as pure) consciousness, 
(and so are indistinguishable), the mutual difference between them" in this way 
is due to the difference in the Lord's will (that creates them separately). ^ 


"They are established there' in the waking and other states. (They are) 
the Conditioned, Dissolution Deconditioned, and the Consciousness 
Deconditioned (perceivers) who, as befits (them), having attained the nature of 
Mantra etc. (perceivers), abide as the perceivers in the Fourth state, because 
they are the material cause of the Mantra and other (perceivers). That is said (in 


the source text): 


"The experience (bhoga) of deep sleep arises solely from the Impurity 
(of Individuality) in the absence of the awareness of the means (to experience) 
particular (forms) of pleasure and pain etc. and consists of their generic (feeling) 
which, when awake, is recollected. (The perceivers) there (in that state are the) 
Consciousness Deconditioned (subjects). (Although) they are not in themselves 
divided (from one another, because they are all equally consciousness), they are 
separated (by the Lord's will. Thus, as they are differentiated,) they are 
insentient, (and they are also) sentient (because their essential conscious nature 
is undivided). The Fourth state is such that once they have entered there into it 
in this way, they assume, by virtue (of their) freedom, the state of Mantras, 
Lords of Mantra, and Great Lords of Mantra, in due order (respectively) 
(kramat).*"* 


The point is that all (the perceivers in the Fourth state) are orientated 
towards (attaining) rest within supreme consciousness. Thus, in the state (pada) 
Beyond the Fourth, as all phenomena, whether subjects or objects, are desirous 


?" Read with the printed editions of the IP, tesam for yesam. 

*? The condition of the Vijñānakevala subjects is defined in IP 3/2/7. These 
Consciousness Deconditioned subjects are similar to the Purusas (individual souls) 
characterized by the Sarnkhya. According to that view, there are an infinite number of 
individual souls that are all identical non-finite points of consciousness. Detached as 
they are from Nature, and hence devoid of any objective characteristics that could 
differentiate them from one another, a common criticism levelled at this notion is that 
individual souls that have no form, or location in space or time, are indistinguishable. 
How then can they be said to be many? Consciousness Deconditioned (perceivers), 
detached as they are from Maya, are very similar to the Purusas of the Sarikhya. In this 
case, however, they are different from one another, because they are each created 
separately by the Supreme Lord, the existence of whom the Sarnkhya does not admit. 
Each one is the result of the Lord’s specific choice, His will. 

?? It is clear from the wording that Jayaratha is quoting Abhinava’s source. But, 
unfortunately, as elsewhere, he does not name it. 

7" In the Fourth state, the Conditioned perceivers of the waking state become Mantras; 
the Dissolution Deconditioned perceivers become Lords of Mantra, and the 
Consciousness Deconditioned perceivers become Great Lords of Mantra. 
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of becoming one with supreme consciousness, they ‘(gradually) lose their own 
individual essence’. Thus, ‘in themselves undivided’, they manifest in the 
form which is just Siva and Sakti alone. This is the meaning. The word ‘until’ 
refers to the sequence of the falling away of duality to the degree (the level of 
the perceiver becomes progressively) higher. The states of waking and the rest 
have thus been explained in the fifteenfold sequence. (Accordingly, he declares 
that) ‘(such is the correspondence between the five states) when the 
divisions are fifteen.” 

Although there is a difference of perspectives, (Abhinava) 
accommodates (the teachings concerning them as having) as their intended 
purport, one (and the same) nature of the states of waking and the rest. 


The Waking and Other States from Another Point of View 
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yasya yad yat sphutam rüpam taj jagrad iti manyatam || 294 || 
yad evasthiram abhati sa pürvarir ^ svapna idrsah | 
asphutam tu yadabhati susuptam tatpuro ‘pi yat"^ ll 295 ll 
trayasyasyanusamdhis*” tu yad vasad upajayate | 
sraksütrakalpari tat turyam sarvabhedesu grhyatam | 296 ll 
yat tv advaitabharollasadravitasesabhedakam™ | 

turyátitam tu tat prahur ittham sarvatra yojayet ll 297 || 


(Again, from yet another point of view,) one should consider 
waking to be the state of one to whom a particular form appears clearly 
(sphuta). (If) it manifests without stability and has been previously 
(perceived in some form when awake,) such is dreaming." (The state of the 
perceiver is) deep sleep when nothing manifests clearly, as previously 
(when awake, but does so subsequently when he wakes up and thinks ‘I 


75 MVV reads: tad evasthiram ābhāti svarüpari. 
*7 Read with MM p. 157: susuptarn tatpuro ‘pi yat for suptarn tattatpuro ‘pi yat. 
” MVV: tritayasya-. 


to the reading in the MVV (see above, note 10,383) the meaning is: 
‘(Dreaming is such) that that (same) essential nature (of something perceived when 
awake) manifests (in a dream) without stability.” 
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slept well’). The Fourth state is that by which these three are united. Grasp 
how, like the thread of a garland, it extends through all the divisions! 
Finally, (the wise) say that the state in which all division has melted away, 
due to the outpouring of the fullness of nonduality, is Beyond the Fourth. 
(The wise man) should apply (this method) everywhere, (to all the varieties) 
in this way." (294cd-297) 


%1 TĀ 10/253ab, 275cd, 283cd, 294cd-297 are quoted in MM p. 157. MaheSvarananda 
presents an overview of the teachings given here in his auto-commentary of verse 61 of 
the Mahàrthamafjari. Translated, this is as follows. 


"The yogi carries a wonderfully varied (citra) rosary of gems, arranged as the 
series of sacred times (parvan) of waking, dreaming, deep sleep and the Fourth, strung 
together with the single thread of reflective awareness. (61) (p. 156) 


Waking and the rest are all ‘sacred times’ (parvan) vitalized by the passage of 
time, that is, particular states. There, (with regards to them.) in terms of common daily 
life, the waking state is a product of (the activity of) both the external and internal 
senses, once reality (artha) has been made into an object of the senses as one that is 
common to all (perceivers). The dream state consists of thought, which is essentially the 
creation of (a personal) reality (artha) that is not (experienced) in common (with 
anybody else). Its cause is the inner mental organ alone. Deep sleep is the absence of the 
manifestation of reality in any form. As is said in the venerable Sivasatras: Knowledge 
(born of sensory perception) is the waking state’. "Thought constructs are dreaming’. 
"Deep sleep is Maya, the lack of discernment’. (SSü 1/9-10) As is also said in the 
venerable Pratyabhijfia: 


"The waking state (obtains when) creation is common for all perceivers. In the 
purview of all the senses, it is stable externally. (IP 3/2/17) 

The dreaming state is considered to be (one in which) the creation of 
phenomena is (their) clearly evident manifestation that, although it is takes place solely 
on the path of the mind, is mistakenly (thought to be) an object of the (outer) senses. (IP 
3/2/16) 

When the abiding state is just a trace (of awareness), it is said to be deep sleep 
which is like the dissolving away (of the worlds at the end of time).’ (IP 3/2/15ab) 


From the yogi’s point of view, (the first three states of consciousness) are 
sustained (concentration) (dhāranā), meditation (dhyana) and contemplative absorption 
(samadhi), (respectively). The Agamas characterize them as follows. 

Fixing the mind on (some particular) place is su ed (concentration) 
(dhàraná). Individual streams of perception (focused on one object) is meditation 
(dhyana). Contemplative absorption (samadhi) is the falling away of the relationship 
between subject and object and the like. 

Again, the Fourth (state) is linked to all (the other states), and even if it is not, 
it abides as a single (undivided) nature. The difference (from the other states) is that 
only a yogi is capable of that kind of reflective awareness. Again, (concerning) the 
Fourth state, according to the teaching of the venerable Sivasatra, ‘the Fourth should be 
sprinkled like oil into the three.” (2/20(21)) It is the Great Effulgence (of the light of 
consciousness) that is associated with (and pervades) the three states of waking and the 
rest. 


This is a synecdoche. For the second is in the first, the third is in the two, the 
fourth is in the three, and the fifth in the fourth — the sense (of this sūtra) must 
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necessarily be understood this way. Again, that has been said concisely in the sūtra as 
what is being taught. The series of these sacred times is a unity, because their state is 
such as they are mutually of each other's nature. The yogi, whose nature has been 
described, carries (a rosary) that, like the thread of a necklace, has many jewels, such as 
pearls and rubies. Stringing (the states of consciousness) together with one thread called 
reflective awareness that is capable of penetrating into all of them, he ‘carries it by 
virtue of some excellence that crosses over the journey of worldly life and causes him to 
attain (the goal), and by the reflective awareness of the essential nature of each (of these 
states), establishes it within his own Self. 

Having gone there beyond the three common states (of consciousness) worldly 
people (experience) and perceiving the fourth state in its own essential nature as Beyond 
the Fourth (p. 157), which is the supreme perceiver, (that Fourth state itself) is explained 
to be reflective awareness, by which, like the thread of a garland, the lower three states 
are held together. 

There also (in that case), the part (arisa) that is pervaded (Gkranta) (by the 
Fourth state), that moves along with (sahacarya)* those of waking and the rest etc., is 
conjoined with the part that has entered into the essential nature of the perceiver. It is 
that which is being held together, as well as the means of holding (the states) together. 
Both (interpretations) make sense. 


*SvTu ad 4/408cd-409ab: ācārah proktasphàrünupravesah sahacaritvam 
tadabheda-vimar$aparamürtham || *Moving' (in this context means) entry into the 
expansion (of consciousness) taught (previously). (Thus,) the true nature of the 
condition of ‘moving along with’ is the reflective awareness at one with that. 

In this way, one perceives in the four states of waking and the rest, that they 
penetrate one another in the form of, for example, waking in waking, dreaming in 
waking, deep sleep in waking, and the Fourth in waking. There (these) four divisions of 
waking are (called) Abuddha, Buddha, Prabuddha and Suprabuddha. 


‘(They are called) ‘Gone and Come’ (gatágata), ‘Well Dispersed’ (suviksipta), 
“Well Conjoined’ (sarigata) and ‘Well Concentrated’ (susamahita).’ (TA 10/253ab) 


(These are the four kinds) of dream state. Udita, Vipula, Santa and Suprasanna 
are (those) of deep sleep. Whereas with regards to the Fourth state: 


‘No second Fourth state (i.e. Fourth-fourth) is possible in this (state).’ TA 
10/275cd 


(Some maintain) that there is one division in the state Beyond the Fourth, 
namely, the ‘Ever Arisen’ (i.e. eternally manifest). TA 10/283cd 

(Abhinava goes on to say: This is a foolish view. Thus it is established that it 
has no divisions.) According to the view held by the Tantraloka, there are three kinds 
(of Fourth state): Manonmana, Ananta, and Sarvatobhadra. And in Turyatita: 


‘In Turyatita there is one kind (only), and this is Satatodita." TA 10/283cd 


According to this teaching, there is secondarily said to be (just) one kind, 
which is Satatodita, that illumines the perpetual state of reflective awareness. (Each of 
these is of three kinds,) because of the difference between (the manner in which they) 
manifest, namely clearly (sphuta), clearly-cum-unclearly (sphutasphuta), and unclearly 
(aphuta), as well as (their basic) state as (the fourth,), which threads through (all of 
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(The form perceived in a dream) ‘has been previously (perceived)’, in 
the sense that it has been previously experienced (when awake). In deep sleep 
(nothing) *manifests clearly', because the universe (of objectivity) abides in a 
potential state (within the perceiver in deep sleep), and so its nature is 


them) everywhere (in all cases) As is said in the venerable Tantraloka 
(Mahe$varananda quotes 10/294cd-296): 


*(Again, from yet another point of view) one should know waking to be the 
state of one to whom a particular form appears clearly (sphuta). Dreaming is (his state) 
when it is not stably manifest and has been previously (perceived in some form when 
awake). (The state of the perceiver is) deep sleep, when nothing manifests clearly, as 
previously (when awake, but does so subsequently when he wakes up and thinks ‘I slept 
well’). The Fourth state is that by which these three are united. Grasp how, like the 
thread of a garland, it extends through all the divisions!’ (TA 10/294cd-296) 


Turyatita is everywhere one (and the same) nature, and so is (at rest,) 
undisturbed, experienced as Parabhairava, who is one’s own nature. As is said there 
itself (in the Tantraloka): 


‘Finally, (the wise) say that the state in which all division has melted away due 
to the outpouring of the fullness of nonduality is Beyond the Fourth, (The wise man) 
should apply (this method) everywhere (to all the divisions) in this way.’ (TA 10/297) 


Thus, it is rightly said that the Fourth state is capable of accomplishing both 
purposes (artha) (?). It is with this same intention that (the rosary of states) is said 
metaphorically to be ‘wonderfully varied’. Thus, the thread of a necklace that is strung 
with rubies, pearls, sapphires, emeralds and the like is greater than the continuity of the 
wonderful diversity of its colours, red, white, and blue etc. (p. 158) Thus, even if its 
uniqueness (is only apparent) in some cases to some individuals, (people) experience, 
that is, it is made directly apparent (to them), that the conjunction of all the colours is 
distinct (from the single colours), and is invariably associated with them. 

Such is also said to be the case with the series of waking and other (states), 
namely, that the variety of ways they pierce one another is experienced (anusandhiyate) 
in the manner described. This is what is being stated: that which is called the Great 
Light, whose nature is the power of consciousness, is the supreme perceiver, the essence 
of which is the pulse (parispanda) of (its) perpetually outpouring exertion (udyantrtá). 
He is the Lord, who is the state Beyond the Fourth. 

The Fourth (is a state) which is not transcendentally aloof from (the lower) 
limited subjectivity (as is the state Beyond the Fourth). Called Pracaya, it is one’s own 
(inherent) bliss. It is the instrumental cause that gives life to all the triads, such Pinda, 
Pada and Ripa, will, knowledge and action etc. This (triad) is the three states 
characterized as waking, dreaming and deep sleep. Once having penetrated (Gkramya) 
into the power of Yoga, characterized as the transcendental sovereignty which is 
reflective awareness, one contemplates the supreme reality, which is the pure pulse 
(parispandamatra) of the effulgent radiance of one’s own (innate) freedom. As is said in 
the Sivasütras: ‘The enjoyer of the three states is the Lord of the Heroes." (1/11), and 
"that which is preceded by the three states vitalizes them.’ (3/39 (38) And as is said in 
the venerable Spandakarika: 


‘Even when division prevails due to the waking and other states, it extends 
through that which is undivided (tadabhinna), because the perceiving subjectivity 
forever remains true to its own nature." (3) 
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undifferentiated (and undivided). This is the meaning. Surely (one may object 
that,) if this is so, then nothing at all would manifest here. With this doubt in 
mind, he says (that it was manifest) ‘previously’. It also exists in the waking 
state, which is prior to that of deep sleep. This is the meaning. Thus, (when he 
wakes up,) there is a memory that “I slept well”, thus corroborating what was 
said previously, namely that ‘when waking up, it is recollected’. (These) ‘three’ 
are (the states of) waking and the rest. (The Fourth state) ‘extends through all 
the divisions’, that is, within waking in waking and the rest of the secondary 
modalities (of the three states) ‘like the thread of a garland’, because it is 
present in all of them. Thus it is said (in the Sivasitra): ‘the Fourth (state) 
should be sprinkled like oil into the three (states). * 

However, in the state Beyond the Fourth, there are no (relations), such 
as that between the pervaded and the pervade, and so there is not even a trace of 
(the experience of) duality within it. Thus, he has described the nature of the 
waking and other (states), following both views in accord with their essential 
purport. Having thus defined the five states of waking and the rest in the fifteen- 
fold sequence, (he goes on to) teach the same in the thirteen-fold and the rest (of 
the sequences because, as he says) ‘(the wise man) should apply (this method) 
everywhere, (to all the divisions) in this way.” 

He says just that: 
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layakale tu svar ripam jagrat tatpürvavrtti tu | 
svapnáditi kramar sarvam sarvatranusared budhah | 298 II 


(Thus, in the division into thirteen in which the subjects) start from 
the Dissolution Deconditioned (perceiver — pralayákala), the waking state 
corresponds to his Own Nature, dreaming (to the Consciousness 
(progressively). The wise man should thus follow the entire sequence 
everywhere (in all cases). (298) 


(Thus, in the division into thirteen, in which the subjects) ‘start from’ 
that Own Nature which is the Dissolution Deconditioned (perceiver). This is the 
meaning. ‘Everywhere (in all cases)’ means right up to Siva. 

He says that: 
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%2 $Sü 3/20, also quoted above in TAv ad 10/238cd-239ab. 
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ekatrapi prabhau pürne cit turyatitam ucyate | 
ünandas turyam icchaiva bijabhümih susuptatà | 299 ll 
jfianasaktih svapna uktah kriyasaktis tu jagrtih | 


(These states are also found gathered together) in one place within 
the Lord, Who is (perfectly) complete (pürza). (Thus,) the state Beyond the 
Fourth is said (to manifest within Him as the power of) consciousness. The 
Fourth is bliss. Deep sleep, which is the seed-state (bijabhümi), is (the 
Lord's) will. Dreaming is said to be the power of knowledge, while waking 
is the power of action." (299-300ab) 


That is not a metaphorical ascription, as when one says "the body is 
fiery". Thus, he says: 


3 AR: ead wid FAA: 11 300 d 
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Ina caivam upacárah syat sarvam tatraiva vastutah ll 300 Il 
na cen na kvapi mukhyatvam nopacaro ‘pi tat kvacit | 


Nor is this just a metaphor (upacara); all things are there in reality 
(within the Lord). If this were not so, there could be no primary or 
metaphorical sense in any case. (300cd-301ab) 


This is so because ‘all things’, that is, phenomena, are ‘there in 
reality’ within the Lord, Who is (perfectly) complete (pürna), and Whose sole 
nature is consciousness. Otherwise, nothing at all would manifest. As is said (in 
the /svarapratyabhijfia): 


%3 MVV 1/1010ab jñānarh tu svapnavrttitvam kriyà jagrad iti smrtà | ‘Cognition (jfiána) 
is the dreaming state, (whereas) waking is considered to be action.’ TA 10/289-300ab = 
MVV 1/999-1010ab. Abhinava continues quoting from his MVV in Chapter Eleven. 
Thus, TA 11/54cd-117ab (54-117) is the same or similar to MVV 1/1013cd-1061. The 
following are extra lines in MVV between these two long citations. 


atraiva yogabhümyutthàh samjnah pindasthatadayah M 
sarvatobhadratadyas tu prasamkhyajhaninirmitah | 
ekaikatra catürüpasadbhavad vitate tatah | 
catürüpatvam ekatra tritvam pascád athaikatà | 

ekas tu bhairavo nathah prollasad visvarüpakah | 
ekah Sivadisakalaparyantasthitisamgatah | 


‘Here itself, the terms Pindastha — Established in the Body etc., arise from the 
planes of Yoga. Sarvatobhadra etc. are (terms) coined by those who have known 
intuitive insight (prasamkhya). Each one extends here from the essential nature of the 
fourfold form. Then there is a state of four-fold form in one place, (then) three, and after 
that of one. There is one Lord Bhairava who, pouring forth, is all things. He is the union 
of the state that begins with Siva and ends with the Conditioned (perceiver). MVV 
1/1010cd-1013ab 
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‘(The mass of) existing things rest in the Self of the Lord (and thus) 
manifest. If they were not to do so, the act of reflective awareness, which is the 
will (icchamarsa), would not take place.” 


Thus, the primary (sense and corresponding reality) is not to be found in 
the Conditioned and other (perceivers), because they do not manifest 
(independently), and that being so, because there is no primary (sense and 
corresponding reality), the metaphorical one would also not exist. Thus, the 
group of five states, beginning with waking, (must exist) in actual fact within 
Siva also. 


The Five States in Relation to the Fifteen Divisions 
and the Seven Perceivers 


TANA p BET WES £0 3e |i 
Urea ARDT a HUE 

wa aed vm mod qe | 

eft mue a uam 11 303 || 
seach awe gA wenesfums | 

gida wfeshi AmA JA: d 303 0 
amd WAY maaa aÈ | 

cd sora z qmm ou yda 11 36v dg 
ammod xd mem HANIF: d 

wer. Reia Wu eased: 11 304 II 
wae J Fae zd AM MAT: | 

Ue: TYAS TSN START STIS: I 308 II 
aed Fares wipe: | 

fe: Sy: TS AAT TIAA Il 309 di 
Td fur safer a whgurcu Tat og 
"ewe fafau smmefe AeA i 304 d 


etac chripürvasástre ca sphutam uktam mahesina Il 301 Il 
tatra svarüpam śaktiś ca sakalas ceti tat trayam | 

iti jagradavastheyam bhede pañcadaśātmake | 302 Il 
akalau svapnasausupte turyam mantradivargabhak | 
turyatitam Saktisambhii trayodasabhidhe punah V 303 I| 
svarüpam jagrad anyat tu pragvat pralayakevale | 


* TP 1/5/10. Also quoted in TAv ad 3/247cd-248ab, ad 8/362-364ab (361cd-363), ad 
9/8ab, and ad 15/202cd-203ab. 
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svar Jagratsvapnasupte dve turyady atra ca Pura at || 304 II 
tadisüh Saktisambhv ittham pafica syur.  jágradàdayi ah Il 305 II 
saptabhede tu mantrakhye svam mantresà mahesvarah | 
Saktih $ambhus ca paricoktà avasthà jagradàdayah V 306 Il 
svariipam mantramáhest Saktir mantramahesvarah | 

Saktih Sambhur imah pañca mantrese paücabhedake V 307 Il 
svarn kriyà j&ànam iccha ca sambhur atra ca pañcamī | 
mahesabhede trividhe jagradàdi nirüpitam | 308 Il 


The Great Lord has clearly said this in the Sriparvasastra, (where 
we read)" “(1) When the divisions are fifteen, this waking state 
corresponds to three of them, namely, (one's) Own Nature, the Conditioned 
(sakala) (subject) and (his) power. Dreaming and deep sleep correspond to 
the two Deconditioned (subjects), the Fourth state to the Mantra (subjects) 
and the rest, and the state Beyond the Fourth to Siva and His power. 
(301cd-303abc) 

(2) Again, when the divisions are thirteen, the waking state 
corresponds to the Own Nature and the others are as before. (3) When the 
Dissolution Deconditioned (perceivers — pralayakala — become objects, the 
divisions become eleven). The waking state corresponds to (one’s) Own 
(Nature), the state of dreaming and deep sleep to the two (ie. the 
Consciousness Deconditioned perceiver and its powers), the Fourth (and 
Beyond the Fourth) are as before. (303d-304) 

(4) When the Consciousness Deconditioned (subjects become 
objects, the divisions are nine). The five states, waking and the rest, 
correspond respectively to (one's) Own Nature, the Mantra (subjects), the 
Lords of Mantra, the Great Lords of Mantra, and Siva, along with His 
power. (305) 

(5) When the Mantra (subjects become objects of knowledge) and 
the divisions are seven, the five states of waking etc. correspond to (one's) 
Own Nature, the Lords of Mantra, the Great Lords of Mantra, Power and 
Siva. (306) 

(6) When the Lords of Mantra (become objects of knowledge), there 
are five divisions. They are these five — (the waking and other states 
correspond to one's) Own Nature, power of the Great Lords of Mantra, the 
Great Lords of Mantra, power and Siva. (307) 

(7) When the Great Lords of Mantra (become the object of 
knowledge), the divisions are three, the states of waking etc. correspond to 
(one's) Own Nature, the (three) powers of action, knowledge and will, 
together with Siva, who is the fifth here. (308) 


(1) (When the divisions are fifteen, one's) Own Nature (extends) from 
Earth up to Unmanifest (Nature), and the proximity of the word ‘Conditioned 


?* Verse 302 is a direct quote of MV 2/27, and 303-308 are an explanatory paraphrase 
of MV 2/28-33ab. MV 2/27-35ab is quoted in full in the commentary. 
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(subject)! (implicitly includes) it and its power. ‘The two Deconditioned 
(subjects)' are the Dissolution Deconditioned (pralayakala) and Consciousness 
Deconditioned (vijñānākala) (subjects). 

(2) (When the divisions are thirteen, one's) ‘Own nature’ is the 
Conditioned (perceiver), its power, and (the principles from Nature) up to the 
Force (of limited agency) (kala); ‘the others are as before’. Thus, the two 
Deconditioned (perceivers correspond to the states of) dreaming and deep sleep 
(respectively). The Fourth (state includes) the Mantra and other (higher 
perceivers), and Beyond the Fourth is Power and Siva. One should continue 
mutatis mutandis in this way. 

(3) ‘When the Dissolution Deconditioned (perceivers — pralayakala)’ 
become objects, the divisions become eleven. What was ‘the waking state’ 
before corresponds to ‘(one’s) Own Nature’ as a Dissolution Conditioned 
(perceiver) etc. "The two’ are the Consciousness Deconditioned perceiver and 
its power. Thus, the power of the Consciousness Deconditioned perceiver is 
(experienced) when dreaming, and the Consciousness Deconditioned perceiver 
(itself alone) in deep sleep. (The remaining two higher states) *are as before'. 
Thus, the (higher) Mantra and other (perceivers are experienced) in the Fourth 
state, and Siva and Sakti in the one Beyond the Fourth. 

(4) ‘When the Consciousness Deconditioned (subjects become 
objects)’, that is, when the divisions are nine, ‘(one’s) Own Nature’ is the 
Consciousness Deconditioned (subject) etc., that previously occupied the plane 
of dreaming and deep sleep. He indicates the progression (by saying) ‘waking 
and the rest’. Thus, the Consciousness Deconditioned (subject) and its power 
are the waking state (and so on), up to Siva and Sakti, who are the state Beyond 
the Fourth. 

(5) (When the divisions are seven,) the Mantra etc. (subjects become 
objects of knowledge), and (one's) ‘Own Nature’ is the waking state, which 
previously occupied the level of the dreaming state; thus, the Lords of the 
Mantra (perceivers) are in the dreaming (state), the Great Lords of Mantras are 
in deep sleep, Power in the Fourth state, and Siva is Beyond the Fourth. 

(6) When the Lords of Mantra become objects of knowledge, the 
waking etc. state corresponds to (one's) ‘Own Nature’, which is that of the 
Lords of Mantra and the rest. The states of dreaming and the rest are, in due 
order, (those of the higher perceivers), beginning with the power of the Great 
Lords of Mantra. 

(7) (When one's) ‘Own Nature’ is that of the Great Lords of Mantra and 
the rest, (that corresponds to) the waking and other states up to Siva as the fifth, 
which is Beyond the Fourth, it is said, according to our philosophy, that in 
actual fact it is Siva's power that has (thus) arisen in three forms, and that (it is) 
will, knowledge and action. 

The waking and other (states) are not only discernible (nirüpantya) up 
to here, but also within Siva, in whose essential nature duality has fallen away. 
Thus he says: 


SUA TSM WHAT: | 
sag: aLaaa THT THT 1) 308 1 
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vyaparad àdhipatyàc ca taddhanya prerakatvatah | 
icchanivrtteh svasthatvac chiva eko ‘pi paficadhà 309 Il 


Although, Siva is one, the five states are present in Him by virtue of 
His 1) activity (vyapara), 2) Lordship (adhipatya), 3) the absence of these 
(two characteristics), 4) impulse (prerakatva), and when (His) desire is 
satisfied, 5) rest within Himself. (309) 


Having divided up (into sections) what was said previously, the author 
and I have explained it. So the effort to do so is not repeated here." That is said 
there (in the Malinivijayottara): 


‘Another classification is now also taught in brief. Pay heed! The wise 
should know that the sequence of all the penetrations (avesakrama) is (also) 
divided into another five types, each one distinct (from the other), in accord 
with the variety (bheda) of waking, dreaming and the rest (of the five states of 
consciousness). 

(A) There (in that case), the triad consisting of (1) the Conditioned 
(perceivers), (their) energy, and (their) own nature, constitutes the level of 
wakefulness in the fifteen-fold division. (2 and 3) The two Deconditioned 
(subjects) should be rightly known to be in the states of dreaming and deep 
(dreamless) sleep (respectively). (4) The category of Mantra (perceivers) and 
the rest, that is, their Lords and their Lords (i.e., the Lords of Mantras and the 
Great Lords of Mantra) are considered to be in the Fourth State. O fair-faced 
Lady, (5) Sakti and Siva should be known to be in the state Beyond the Fourth. 

(B) When the division is thirteen-fold, (1) (the waking state corresponds 
to) the innate nature. (2-5) Both the two Deconditioned (subjects)? Mantras, 
Lords of Mantras, (their) Lords (the Great Lords Mantra), as well as Sakti and 
Siva, are as before. (29cd-31ab) 

(C) In the (eleven-fold) division, when the Dissolution Deconditioned 
(perceivers are the object, the five states correspond to) (1) (their) own (nature) 
(svam), (that is the first two types of perceivers abiding as wakeful awareness), 
(2) both the Consciousness Deconditioned (perceiver) and (3) its power (in 
dreaming and deep sleep, respectively); (4) the Mantras, Lords of Mantras and 
(their) Lords (the Great Lords of Mantra) (in the Fourth state), (5) Sakti and 
Siva, as before (in the state Beyond the Fourth). 

(D) When (the Consciousness Deconditioned (perceivers) become 
objects and the division is said to be nine-fold, the five states are said to be (1) 


“© This verse is a light exegetical paraphrase of MV 2/34cd-35ab. MV 2/34cd-35ab is 
quoted in TÀv ad 10/185-186ab. MV 2/34c is quoted by Abhinava in TÀ 10/185c. 

7" The fourth topic that Abhinavagupta has in his detailed list of topics (see above 
1/287-327ab) is called ‘the various types of sentient subjects’. According to Jayaratha, 
this is not an independent section of this chapter, but is a topic which is treated in two or 
three sections of it, including that which treats ‘perceptibility as a property of objects’ 
up to the ‘description of the waking state’ etc. It is possible, however, that 
Abhinavagupta is referring to verses 10/302-309 as dealing with this topic. 

= See above, 10/178b. This verse prefaces those quoted by Jayaratha. 

?" Read with MS G svarüpam akalau for svarüpasakalau. 
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their own (nature) (svam), (2) the Mantra (perceivers), (3) the Lords of Mantras, 
(4) their Lords (the Great Lords of Mantras), and (5) Sakti and Siva. 

(E) O fair-hued Lady, again, when (the Mantra perceivers are the object, 
and so) the division is into seven, the five (states) should be known to be 
(divided) as before, as (1) (their) innate nature, (2) the Lords of Mantra, (3) 
(their) Lords (the Great Lords of Mantra), (4) Sakti and (5) Siva. 

(F) When (the Lords of Mantra become the object, and so the division is 
into) a group of five, (the five states of consciousness correspond to) (1) their 
own (nature) (svam), (2) the power (of the Great Lords of Mantra), (3) the 
(Great) Lords (of Mantra), and the two, (4) Sakti and (5) Siva. 

(G) When (the Great Lords of Mantra become the object, and so the 
division is) triple, (the waking and other states) should be perceived to be (1) 
(their own) nature (which is the waking state). The division of (the three powers 
together as the second, namely) (2) the power (of action), (3) the power (of 
knowledge), and (4) (that of the) will (as dreaming, deep sleep and the Fourth, 
respectively), and (5) Siva (who is the third division as Beyond the Fourth). 

Although (Siva is) undivided, even so (his nature is) fivefold, because 
of (1) (His (purposeful) activity, and (2) sovereignty (savyaparadhipatvena), 
and because (3) he impels consciousness (independently of and) in the absence 
of both these (two powers of knowledge and action in pure volition), and (also) 
because of (4) the cessation of volition (in his power of bliss), and because (5) 
(as consciousness itself,) he is established within himself." Thus is explained 
what needs to be understood concerning the five-fold division. 


The division of the perceivers within the three (forms of) objectivity, 
namely, entities (vastu), (their) attributes (dharma) and the rest, has (already) 
been explained for each state, and so (this subject) is not taken up separately 
(again) here. 

He now concludes with the first half of the verse (of which the second 
half introduces the following chapter). 


seas eférdremfareearefeneqes 1 


ity esa darsito 'smübhis tattvadhvà vistarad atha | 


Thus, we have explained the Path of the Principles at length. 
(310ab) 


The sense is that the thirty-six-fold (division of the principles) was 
explained briefly in the previous chapter; here (he explains it) ‘at length’ in 
another way, that is, each of the principles according to the fifteen-fold etc. 
sequences. ‘Thus’ (atha) (is said) at the end, so that (the work may) be 
auspicious. 


The one called Jayaratha, who knows the true nature of the 
disagreement (here) with the views of (the Mimarnsaka) Kumiarila and the 


“ MV 2/34cd-35 is also quoted above in TAv ad 10/185-186ab. 
*! MV 2/27-35ab. Cf. Somadeva's translation (2004: p. 209-210). 
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Naiyayikas, presented this very clear and extensive commentary on chapter ten 
(of the Tantràloka). 


Thus (ends) Chapter Ten, called the Division of the Principles of the 
(commentary called) Discernment of the venerable Tantraloka. 


Appendix A 
to Chapter Nine 


The Emanation of the Tattvas According to the 
Paratrimsikavivarana (p. 130-141). 


Goodall (2015: 44-46) provides an outline of the evolution of the 
system of thirty-six fattvas in the Misvasatattvasamhita and a table of them. 
MaheSvarananda describes and explains the thirty-six /aftvas in a long passage 
in his Mahàrthamarjari starting from verse 13. The first chapter of the third 
section of the /svarapratyabhijna, called ‘concerning the Tattvas’, is dedicated 
to an exposition of the thirty-six Tattvas. The second chapter deals with related 
matters. These include the nature of the three Impurities in IP 3/2/4-5, which is 
translated in note 268 to TÀv ad 1/23, and the nature of the seven perceivers in 
3/2/6-9, that is discussed in Chapter Ten that follows. Abhinava provides a very 
helpful summary and explanation of his exposition of the reality levels (tattva) 
in chapter eight of his Tantrasára p. 70-91, to which the reader is referred. There 
is a translation in Italian and one in English. Both are noted in the bibliography. 

Another place Abhinava has an occasion to present the system of 
Tattvas is in the Paratrirüsikavivarapa (p. 130-141). A translation of this 
interesting passage follows. 


‘Above the Speech of Vision (pasyanti) is the plane of the goddess Para, 
where everything shines (bhāti) and is contemplated (vimrsyate) as one 
(abhedena). Although (the Light of consciousness) shines (bhdsana) undivided 
(abhedena) on the plane of (Pure) Knowledge and so too on the plane of Maya, 
it is otherwise with the reflective awareness (inherent in it that perceives 
polarities within the one Light). Thus, on the plane of (Pure) Knowledge, the 
‘this’ (aspect), that is, the totality of the perceiving subjects and objects, is 
projected (sarikramet) as a unity (ekatah) into the (subjectivity which is the) ‘I’ 
(aspect) (ahamàtmani). It is then contemplated as covered over (dcchádita) by 
that (‘I’) as ‘I-this’ (i.e. ‘I am (all) this’), (In other words,) both (these polarities) 
are reflected (pratibimbita) within a common foundation (adhikarana), which is 
consciousness, as undivided (from it) and, manifesting in this way, it is said that 
they possess (a common) basis (p. 131). Thus, as the venerable Utpaladeva has 
said with regards to the Iévara principle (that corresponds to this state of 
consciousness): ‘in Iévara's state (avast), phenomena (bhava) are on the plane 
(of unity-in-difference,) which is supreme-cum-inferior (parapara), just as on 
the path of Maya (they are on the plane of difference, which is the) inferior one 
(apara). Indeed, that (supreme power) is not the supreme-cum-inferior 
(paraparasakti) one or the inferior one (aparasakti).’ Nor should one think that it 
is right to doubt that (his view) is contrary to the scriptures that are being 
expounded.' (p. 132) 


' Here it seems Abhinava is talking about the difference between the metaphysical 
principle called *Iévara' and ‘Igvara’ (literally meaning ‘lord’) as Siva Himself. The 
energy of the former is Parapara and of the latter, Para. 
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Although the essential nature (rapa) within the Great Lords of Mantra 
and the rest (of the perceivers in the pure principles)’ is in ultimate reality solely 
(awakened) consciousness alone, (bodha) but as they are different from one 
another, consciousness (samivid) assumes in them the form “I (am) I" (aham 
aham), whereas ‘this (is) just this’. Again, although the Consciousness 
Deconditioned (vijfanakala) (perceivers) in reality consist solely of 
consciousness, of the two aspects of the absence of awakening (aprabodha) of 
consciousness, namely, ‘not I’ and ‘not this’, they are awake (to the experience 
of themselves as) ‘I’. The Dissolution Deconditioned (pra/ayakala) (perceivers) 
are (totally) asleep with regards to both ‘I’ and ‘this’. Although the reflective 
awareness which constitutes the vital principle of things (pranabhita), is also 
present here on the plane of Maya (implicit) as the manifestation of (the initial) 
nonconceptual (nirvikalpa) (moment of perception), even so, the daily 
phenomenal activity ( vyavaAára) of reflective awareness which follows after it 
(pascattana), although it exists by virtue (of the preceding act of awareness free 
of thought constructs) and is, in reality, not separate from it, operates in that 
form (as conceptual). (p. 133) It consists of discursive representations (vikalpa), 
as the reflective awareness of relative distinctions (bhedenaiva), that is (as 
notions such as): “Iam this body etc.", “I am he who is this (embodied) 
perceiver”, “tl s a jar etc.", "that which is ‘this’ is what is to be known". 
(Such is the state of consciousness of the (fully) Obscured (sakala) perceiver.) 

As there is no awareness (sarvedama) of any other cause of (its 
presenting itself) in this way (apart from its own nature), and even if one were 
to imagine one, it would invariably ultimately result in being (just) this kind of. 
consciousness (tathavidhabodha) (alone). Thus, (one must admit that) this 
consciousness, which is free of discursive representations (avikalpasamvid), 
possesses such a capacity (tathasamarthya) (to generate thought constructs). 
This endless variety (of thought constructs) is because of its union with this 
power and so it is well demonstrated that the (omnipotent) sovereignty 
(aisvarya) (of consciousness) abides unchanged. (This) sovereign freedom (of 
pure nonconceptual consciousness to be all things) persists on this (plane of) 
being (satta) and so reflective awareness can be experienced (saribhavya) in this 
way also in phenomenal (máyiya) objectivity, which is that (of the plane) of 
Corporeal Speech or in the abode of the Middle Speech, although (on these 
planes it appears to be) separate from the shining (of the Light of consciousness) 
(bhasanatireky api). Here, within (this) supreme consciousness, as is the Light 
(bhasa) (of consciousness), so is reflective awareness which is the daily 
commerce of life. 

Thus, (at the supreme level of Speech,) phenomena manifest as one in 
all respects, like water in water or a flame in a flame (/va/a), not even like a 
reflection (in a mirror, as is the case at the level of the Speech of Vision, where 
there is a trace of difference). It is only to the degree in which this supreme 
goddess (paramesvari) also is described in words for the purpose of instruction 
that she is fashioned (by Her own will) into lower states of being 
(adharasattákIptà). (p. 134) In this way, Bhairava's nature, which is the Light 


? See TÀ 1/77-78 and 10/3-7ab. 
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(of consciousness) (bhāsã), is self-evident (svatah siddha), without beginning, 
the first and last in all respects (of all things) and (yet) eternally present. 

What else can be said of him? Luminous with His own Light, He 
illumines His own Light as the unfolding of the principles and phenomena 
(tattvabhava), which are made of His own nature (atmamaya), as one with His 
Himself (atmaikyena). (And just as He illumines Himself, so too does he 
reflect in this very way (on His own nature as and all things manifest within it), 
without (the inherent) wonder in this way (of His consciousness) diminishing (at 
all). Moreover, the act of reflective awareness in this way, which is directed at 
the shining (bhāsana) (of the Light), is a direct witness (saksatkarin) of the 
infinite trillions of billions of millions of phenomenal (zmay1ya) destructions and 
future creations and, (at one with it,) is of that very nature (zatharüpa). If, even 
though it is such, one were to reflect in the course of emanation (srst) on that 
which is, with respect to the Light, the beginning or the middle, the doubt that 
that which precedes and that which follows are not invariably linked together 
which (thus) arises would not come to an end, and so (this) reflective awareness 
would not be full (anymore); some things would appear within it and others not, 
(and so its) nonduality (abheda) would be shattered. 

So how could the trace (Ka/anka) of the indication of relative 
distinctions (bheda) (already) contained (in a potential form) in the lower stages 
of the Speech of Vision etc. abide (blissfully) within the great abode of supreme 
Bhairava Who is the (sole) unchallenged (reality)? (Moreover,) the nature of the 
venerable Para Who, (no longer) nourishing this reality, would be reduced just 
to a mere name. (p. 135) So how then could this (reflective awareness, being 
such,) amount to anything? If it were not mounted onto this kind of flux (of 
reflective awareness and consciousness) none of this which unfolds 
(vijrmbhamana) (before us), could appear. Then it would be right to say: ‘may 
the absence of plenitude not be! May the aggregate of phenomena not be well 
established! May all talk of nonduality cease! May (things) no longer rest 
(blissfully) on Bhairava! It is only in words that the supreme state (paratva) 
sustains the stain of duality! 

Thus, (all) this exists and makes sense (sarigacchare) if the light (bhasa) 
(of consciousness), which is such, falling right from the very first (level) up to 
the last of all, should establish its plane (of being) (padam bandhayet) there 
itself, along with (its) reflective awareness also. (So, just as) the last part thus 
bears its own nature, it (also) contains within itself the other infinite number of 
parts, that step by step precede it and are embraced by them in a manner which 
is not separate from that, its own nature. Illumining and contemplating itself 
(thus), it is full (and perfect). The parts which precede it are, (in their turn,) at 
one with (the same) reflective awareness, which has as its essence (the same) 
perfectly full (and all-embracing) Light (bfas@) that has (already) unfolded with 
respect to the parts which follow, and so, without abandoning the plenitude 
which is its subsequent part, it embraces (all) the other parts that precede it, 
which are by it forcibly made to partake of their own nature, which is not 
separate from it. Thus, each one of them, illuminating and contemplating itself 
in this way, is undivided (full and complete) (akhandita). Thus the Light (bhasa) 
of each preceding part is not separate from the light of (all) the parts (two, three, 
four and so on) that follow after it, and forcibly appropriates (balasvikrta) the 
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(aesthetic) relish (camatkara) of the parts which respectively precede it, in a 
manner that cannot deviate from its own nature (svabhavavyabhicaranu-rodha), 
and so, (abiding) in a state of oneness with Bhairava attained (thereby), the 
light, even (when they are considered) individually (ekaikam api param), is full 
(and perfectly all-embracing). (p. 136) This is so until they reach the most 
intimate point of their own being (nija . . . nikatataravarti rüpam), which is 
considered to be Bhairava, Who shines with His own Light. This is the abode of 
rest ( visrantidhaman), or (that) of one's own will, or (one may say that it is) the 
body (vapus) called Bhairava. May you yourselves be skilful in that reflective 
awareness and dedicated to (this contemplative) enumeration (prasamkhyana) 
(of the principles). Vision roams uninterrupted over a wild land, which is not 
broken up by (its) lakes, mountains, trees and the like or else, extending 
(unbroken) to a great distance in woodlands (seen from a height). Thus, 
(attaining this state of unbroken wholeness), it leads to entry into Bhairava’s 
(awakened) consciousness (bodha), and so may you all attain (the reality) taught 
in the traditional teachings (sampradayata). As is said (in the Vijnanabhairava): 


“Cast (your) gaze onto a place without trees, mountains or walls . . . 
etc. 


Otherwise, if (the various parts) were to fall one by one, beginning with 
the first part (without being connected to one another), or if this were to be 
devoid of parts, then what difference would there be between (Bhairava 
consciousness in its fullness) and the other forms of consciousness (sarvedana) 
that are not considered to be full? This difference between consciousness 
(sarvedana) considered to be full (and all-embracing) and the other forms of 
consciousness which are not full consists, as it were, in the state of wonder, that 
contains within itself the infinite variety of things. This the followers of 
Parame$vara, who have the teachings, should experience for themselves. (p. 
137) The lotus of the heart of fettered souls (pasujana), which has not been 
made to bloom by the rays of the Supreme Lord's descent of power, cannot be 
penetrated and opened even with countless arguments sharp (as thorns). This 
same vision, full (and perfect), can fall (drstipata) even with regards to a jar. 
Indeed, even in that case, nondiscursive consciousness descends all at once 
(jhagiti . . . nipatati) right up to the last part, whereas the forms of discursive 
consciousness ( vikalpasamvid) that follow after it, proceeding along (ayantyah), 
penetrate gradually (Kramát) ever more deeply, up to the part closest to the final 
one. What use is there of (discussing) anything else? (Let this suffice). 

Thus, reality, which is Siva (Sivatattva), is (never absent) even here (in 
everyday life). Nondiscursive (avika/pa), it is the source of conceptual 
representations ( v/Ka/pa). Freedom itself, without beginning, it is the beginning 
of all things. This has been proved and to this extent there is no disagreement. 
That (reality) becomes thus completely full (and all-embracing), if it reaches the 
plane of the Earth principle, the last of all. Indeed, he who contemplates the 
Earth (principle as a whole, independently of the beings and things that 
constitute it), can illumine and contemplate it as an object, and even so, as (one 


? VBh v. 60. 
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and) undivided (abhedena), if one is actively engaged (in directing one's 
attention) to the reflective awareness and manifestation of the (universal) 
essence (sarvasva) of its own nature. The nature and essence of that (awareness 
as a whole) is that of functioning as the foundation (adharavrtti) of the gross 
elements, from Ether to Water. These have come forth from the subtle elements 
which precede them, and have as their root cause the ego (ahamkara), which is a 
modification (parindma) of the intellect (dh), which is an allotropic form 
(vikāra) of Nature (prakrt), which consists of the totality of objectivity 
(grahyacakra) in an undifferentiated state of the perceiver subject to Maya, who 
is freedom and consciousness in a contracted state. (p. 138) (This contracted 
state) arises due to the manifestation of complete duality (ekarasabheda), which 
is preceded by duality that has not (yet fully) developed (aprarüdha), which is 
fashioned (K/pta), from complete (and perfect) freedom in the course of (its) 
emanation. (The Earth is only completely Earth and as such fully formed in its) 
own nature when it implicitly (encompasses within itself all other things). It 
encompasses within itself five qualities, and so for this reason, the five subtle 
elements which, contained implicitly within it, must, in order to form their own 
full nature, in their turn, implicitly contain their cause which, in its turn, must 
contain its prior root (causal principle), which establishes it (to be such), and so 
on. The view that what is considered to be the material cause does not continue 
(to exist in its) product is not (logically) sustainable. (At the most,) one may say 
that sometimes the efficient and other (ancillary) causes are not present (in the 
effect). We have discussed (this view) thoroughly elsewhere (in another) book 
dedicated to that (subject); (discussing it here again) would lead us away from 
the topic, and so (need not be discussed) at length here. 

In this way, the Earth (principle) is in the beginning (of the ascending 
series of principles). Water, which comes after it, should be filled (with the 
same consciousness) illumined and contemplated in its wholeness (sakalyena), 
(arousing a corresponding state) of relish (camatkara) of the light and reflective 
awareness of that (image of the Water principle), having encompassed within 
itself the latent traces and essential nature of the Earth principle which is such 
(as described). (The same should be repeated with the other principles) until, in 
the end, (the yogi attains) the Goddess who is full (and all-embracing) 
consciousness (piirnasamvid), Who is Siva's very nature. (p. 139) What is said 
in the scripture, namely, that although the Absolute (Brahman) is (equally in 
each) place, (It is) omniform, (unsurpassed and inconceivable),* and that in each 
principle are present (all) thirty-six principles,’ is based on these arguments and 
teaching. And such also is the teaching of the Stanzas on Vibration, which 
should be taken to heart, where we read: 


‘When (the yogi's consciousness) pervades all things by (his) desire to 
perceive, then why speak much? — He will experience it for himself." 


The last part (of these verses) alludes to this. What is (the use of saying) 
anything else? (Let this suffice!) Within the unfolding (of the sphere) of Natural 


* See note 1,001. 
5 Cf. TA 9/51cd. 
* SpKa 3/13 (43). 
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Law (niyati), unless it is removed by the Supreme Lord's freedom, the nature of 
something is that which it cannot do without, as for example, the nature of a 
Simsipa (tree) is a tree. Conversely, that which something can do without is not 
its own nature, as for example, is the case with what is not a simsapa, that exists 
in the absence of *tree-ness'. (p. 140) Now, the various principles (Earth and the 
rest) cannot exist without those that, respectively, precede them, such as water 
and the rest, which thus in this sense constitute their own (essential) nature. The 
Earth (principle) cannot exist without the Water (principle), because one can 
(clearly) perceive fluidity (inherently) within its solidity (as when one observes 
heated metals melt). Thus, in accord with this principle, the gross elements 
cannot exist without the subtle ones, and these without the unfolding of the 
senses, and the senses also without the ascertainment (adhyavasaya) (which is 
the function of the intellect). All these cannot exist separately apart from 
(Nature,) the root cause, which in its original, subtle undivided form (pervades 
them all). The root Nature (smi/aprakyti) is the object of enjoyment (bhogya). 
How can that exist without the enjoying subject (bhoktr) which, due to this 
varied object of enjoyment, is contracted, and due to (this) contraction is subject 
to various bonds, namely, time, the force (of limited agency) and the rest (of the 
obscuring coverings) which have been posited within its own nature 
(svatmarohita). How can the contraction of unbroken (undivided) consciousness 
be possible without its freedom which, also called Maya, is the cause of (this) 
contraction? The freedom to contract (consciousness) implies a series of grades 
of contractions, which have as their essence the uncontracted state (of 
consciousness). That could not exist if there not (a unitary consciousness which 
unfolds in stages from being) slightly uncontracted, uncontracted, slightly 
expanded and (then finally) expanding (fully). (p. 141) (Thus ultimately) all this 
that is (manifest and) perceived would be nothing without Bhairava who, free 
and completely full, is the essence of perception (prathä). Thus, this sequential 
development (krama) of the principles is proved to exist by own consciousness 
(svasarivitsiddha). In this way the nature of the Tattvas has been properly 
explained.’ 


Appendix B 
to Chapter Nine 
The Six Kaficukas 


Maya produces all the zattvas below it in two streams. The first consists 
of its direct creations and the other, indirect. Its direct emanations are the five 
kaficukas, that go down to the level of the individual soul in one stream. The 
other stream generates Prakrti, from which the rest of the zattvas down to Earth 
are emanated, much as they are according to the Sárkhya. Thus, the first stream 
is related most directly to the individual soul, and the other to the sphere of 
objectivity, starting with the /a/tvzs of the components of the psychophysical 
organism down to the objective sphere of their activity, that is, the £a/fvas of 
sensations and the physical objects. Both streams are essential for the individual 
soul. The subjective one makes him fit to cognize and act, and the other 
furnishes the tools and object of his perception and action. Thus, the individual 
soul, enveloped and energized by Maya and the kafcukas, is partially sentient 
consciousness in his most basic essential nature, and partially objective 
insentience. If he were to be solely sentient, pure consciousness with no 
objective element, he would be fully expanded Siva consciousness. Thus, all 
that takes place for and by the individual soul is set in the framework of the law 
of karma, which essentially dictates what the soul equipped in this way 
experiences, and supplies the reason for why it experiences what it does, 
without it ever losing its fundamental link with its own essential Siva nature. 

The word ‘kaficuka’ in a literal, non-technical sense means, according 
to Monier Williams's dictionary: ‘a dress fitting close to the upper part of the 
body, armour, mail a cuirass, corselet, bodice, jacket, the skin of a snake husk, 
shell, a cover, and disguise.’ Although the literal meaning of the word does 
describe the kaficukas to some extent, they are so intimately associated with the 
individual soul that to think of them simply as adventitious enveloping 
coverings would be very misleading. Indeed, we cannot understand the nature of 
the individual soul fully without them. In their absence, when Maya has not yet 
generated them, the soul is totally helpless. It can do and known nothing. As if 
in a state of deep sleep, devoid of any impulse or desire, it is as totally bound as 
it could be, short of total insentience. Conversely, when they are active, the 
individual soul is equipped to perceive, act, will, exist in time, and experience 
its Karma. Accordingly, Abhinava defines the individual soul in terms of Maya 
and its primary products as follows: 


‘The individual soul is the Maya perceiver whose nature is the light (of 
consciousness) that is enveloped by the six obscuring coverings (kafcuka), 
namely, 1) Necessity (aiyati), 2) Time, 3) Attachment, 4) Impure Knowledge, 5) 
(limited) Agency and 6) Maya, (corresponding to the experience that) 1) ‘it is 
this alone, 2) just now, (that) 3) being attached, 4) I know, 5) I act, and 6) (so 
my) nature is contracted in this way’.' 


! [PVv vol 2 p. 240. The perceiver's basic state is one of deep sleep. When the kaficukas 
function, he enters the other states of consciousness. See MVV 1/836-843, quoted in a 
note to 9/204. MVV 1/840 ff. discusses the nature of the triad of subject, object and 


TANTRALOKA 503 


The order here, that is, Kala, Vidya, Raga, Kala and Niyati, is also 
found in the Tantraloka (9/204). However, it is not always the same in all the 
texts. Even in the 7antraloka itself we find a variant. Thus, we read in Chapter 
Six that: ‘At the lower level, the pure principles, Anàcritasiva, Sadasiva, Iévara 
and Suddhavidya become Maya, Kala-Vidya, Kala-Niyati, and Raga, 
respectively." Ksemaraja uniformly adheres to the former sequence in his 
Parapravesika (p.6, 7-8), Pratyabhijnàhrdaya (p. 16 and p. 22) and commentary 
on the Svacchandatantra (SvTu ad 11/59. See TÀ note 9, 323 for a translation). 
In the Parapravesika (p. 7-8) we read: 


‘If the Supreme Lord, laying hold of his own nature with the power of 
Maya, which is (His) supreme sovereign (power), assumes the (individual) 
perceiver's contracted state (of consciousness, he is) then called ‘purusa’. This 
is the (individual soul) subject to transmigratory existence, bound by Karma and 
deluded by Maya. (But) although he is not separate from the Supreme Lord, the 
Supreme Lord is not deluded (thereby). It is like magic. The magician, who has 
brought about the illusion by his own will, has the mastery that comes from 
knowing (how to perform the trick). Possessing the wealth of consciousness, he 
is Supreme Siva himself who is free (mukta). 

He possesses the agency (that does) all things, (as well as) omniscience, 
plenitude, eternal permanence, and is (all-)pervasive. Although (his) powers are 
(always) uncontracted, by (freely) assuming contraction, (they operate) as 
limited agency (Ka/4) and capacity to know (vidya), attachment (raga), time, and 
necessity (z/yati). Here (in this condition), limited agency is the cause of this 
individual soul's limited capacity to act. (His) capacity to know is the cause of 
his limited capacity to know. Attachment is attachment to (particular) objects of 
sense. Time is the sequence that divides up (and conditions) phenomena whose 
nature is to manifest (at some particular time) and not manifest (at another. 
gross elements etc. Necessity is the cause of the constraint that ‘I must do thi: 
(or) ‘I must not do this’. As this group of five obscures his own nature, it is (said 
to be) an obscuring covering (Kaficuka).”* 


In the Pratyabhijfiahrdaya, the kañcukas are said to originate from the 
five pure Tattvas mediated by Maya. The universal qualities of citsakti 


means of knowledge. Towards the end of that passage, the kaficukas are described in the 
same terms. 

? TA 6/41 cd-42ab. 

* yada tu paramesvarah páramesvaryà mayasak svarüpam (p. 8) grhayitva 
samkucitagrahakatam | a$nute tadā purusasamjiah, ayam eva méayamohitah 
karmabandhanah samsari, paramesvarád abhinno ‘pi asya mohah paramesvarasya na 
bhavet  —  indrajalam iva — aindrajálikasya — svecchaya — sampaditabhranteh, 


sarvajüatvam | pürnatvam nityatvahħ vyapakatvam ca, śaktayo — 'samkucità api 
samkocagrahanena kalà ràgakalani; bhavanti | atra kalanama (p. 9) 
asya purugasya kimcitkartrtáhetuh, Watvakaranam, rāgo visayesv 
abhisvangah, kalo hi bhavünam  bhüsanübhüsanütmakünüm kramo — 'vacchedako 
bhütüdeh, niyatih mamedam kartavyam nedar. kartavyam iti niyamanahetuh, etat 
paticakam asya svaritpavarakatvat kaficukam iti 
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(omnipresence), dnandasakti (eternity), icchasakti (omnipotence), jñānaśsakti 
(omniscience) and kriyasakti (universal action), become the five obscuring 
coverings (kaficuka). There we read: 


‘Although (Siva’s) powers are those of consciousness, bliss, will, 
knowledge and action, (and continue to be so) due to (the individual soul’s) 
ignorance, (they assume) the form of the group of five (coverings), because he 
is enveloped by the obscuring coverings of limited agency (Ka/), limited 
capacity to know (vidya), attachment, time and necessity. * 


After Ksemaraja has explained how consciousness and the powers of 
the individual soul to perceive and act are restricted by the contraction brought 
about by the threefold Impurity of Anava, Màyrya and Karma, he goes on to say 
that: 


‘In the same way, the powers of universal agency, omniscience, 
completeness, eternality and pervasiveness contract and (so) manifest as limited 
agency (Ka/4), limited capacity to know (raga), time (kāla) and necessity 
(niyati), respectively.”* 


While the Saiddhantika Matarigatantra does list the kaficukas in this 
same sequence, the early Siddhantas, apart from the Diksottara,’ generally do 
not. The order in chapter five of the ParakAyatantra and the fourth of the 
Svayambhuvasiitrasamgraha is practically the same as we find in Bhojarája's 
Tattvaprakasa (verse 22), where the sequence from Maya is kala, niyati, kala, 
vidya, and raga. Commenting on the Tattvaprakaga (ad verse 41), Aghorasiva 
tries to explain this inconsistency by saying that the Maraga gives the sequence 
in which they function (pravyttikrama), whereas Bhojaraja lists the sequence in 
which they are emitted (srstikrama) out of Maya. The same explanation, 
although the orders differ, might be used to resolve the contradiction in the 
accounts in the Kiranatantra, where we find the first in 1/16-18 (pravrttikrama) 
and the second in 4/22 and 8/125-130 (srstikrama). 


The Correspondences Between the Semivowels and the Kaficukas 


Another context in which the sequential order of the Kaficukas varies is 
in their association with the semivowels. The letters of the alphabet correspond 
to metaphysical principles (¢a¢tva). Abhinava describes this in detail in his 
commentaries on the Paratrisika and in Chapter Three of the Tantrāloka. 


4. cidanandecchajndnakriyasaktirupatve ‘pi — akhyativasat —_kala-vidya-raga-kala- 
niyatikaficukavalitatvat paricakasvarüpah PrHr p. 16 


Jaidev Singh gives the same sequence in note 12 on the Sivasütra 2/7 - 
matrkacakrasambodhah — ‘the awakening of the assembly of letters’. 

5 tathā sarvakartrtvasarvajfatvapürnatvanityatvavyapakatvasaktayah — sarkocam 
grhnānā yathakramam kalávidyaragakalaniyatirüpatayà bhanti | tathavidhas ca aya 
Saktidaridrah sarhsārī ucyate svasaktivikase tu Siva eva I 9 ll PrHr p. 22. 

* This matter is discussed in Diksottara IFP T 17 pp. 994-995. 
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Ksemaraja presents a condensed, simplified version of the same in his 
commentary on the Sivasiitra. The correspondences are consistent and uniform 
in these accounts except with respect to the semivowels Y R L and V. In the 
Paratrisika, they are said to be dharanas — ‘sustainers’ — because, as the 
kaficukas and the gross elements with which they are also identified, they 
sustain, that is, maintain the existence of the individual soul in its embodied 
condition. In the Tantraloka, these four correspond to the five Kaficukas + Maya 
that they replace.’ According to Abhinava they are Kala, Vidya, Maya and 
Raga. 

Commenting on $Sü 2/7 matrkasambodhah — ‘the awakening of the 
letters’, Ksemaraja describes the progressive unfolding of the letters from 
consciousness in relation to the Tattvas, as outlined by Abhinava. When he 
reaches the semivowels that correspond to the Kaficukas, he says: 


‘By these (five) energies, in accord with the nomenclature of (standard 
Sanskrit) phonetics (siks@), (the semivowels are called) antahstha (in that 
context, this means ‘located in between’, that is, between the vowels and the 
consonants. When they are related to the Kaficukas, antahstha means) ‘located 
within’; that is, (they are located within) the plane of the individual soul as 
Niyati and the other kaficukas. They are called ‘antahstha’ because (within the 
individual subject) they sustain everything by sustaining the plane of the 
(individual) subject and so the (various Agamic) traditions refer to them as 
sustaining supports — dharanas.’* 


The vowels I (I), U (U), r (R) and | (L) develop into the semivowels Y, 
V, R and L, respectively, by coming in contact with A (A). Representing the 
powers of will, knowledge and action, their phonemic development mirrors that 
of the energies they symbolize within the consciousness of the individual soul. 
These are, on the one hand, the four gross elements, and on the other, the 
katicukas.’ Ksemaraja does not tell us exactly how the kaficukas correspond to 


7 TA 3/154cd-162 (154-162ab). 

übhya eva — Saktibhydi Siksoktasamjüünusáréna — antdh — pumbhümau 
niyatyatikakaficukatvena avasthanat antdsthakhyan pramütrbhümidhürávena.visva- 
dhàrai at dhardasabhena amnayesu uktān. 
° Abhinava writes: 


‘Thus, the reason why this group of four (letters) are called semivowels 
(antahstha) is because they are contained within (antah) the will etc., and because they 
come at the end (anta) as the abiding state in which (the powers have reached their) 
final conclusion within themselves.’ TA 3/158cd-159ab (158). In the sense of ‘located at 
the end’, the semivowels represent the state at the final extremity of the influence of the 
will. Jayaratha comments: ‘(the expression) ‘the will ete.’ refers to Expansion (U) 
(which is the power of knowledge), because (the semivowels are contained) within 
(antar) (the powers of) the will and Expansion, as they are in a state of oneness (within 
them), and (so) in the same way, (the semivowels are at one) within themselves (that is, 
with each other), because their one (common) nature is the perceiver. (This is the final) 
and proper ‘conclusion’, that is, (their) manifestation as one (ekarmyena). (That is their) 
‘abiding state’ there because they abide at one with the perceiver. Thus, the four 


506 APPENDIX B CHAPTER NINE 


the semivowels. According SLI's commentary, the six kañcukas are divided 
into the four letters by combining Niyati with Raga, and Kala with Kala. In his 
notes to this passage, Jaidev Singh gives the following order: Y — Niyati, R - 
Kala, L — Raga-Vidya, V — Maya - Kala. 

This is not the same as we find in the Paratrisikalaghuvritti. Commenting on 


‘Air, Fire, Water and Indra are the four sustainers (of the individual 
soul). ^ 


The commentary explains: 


*1) Kalà is the (gross element) Air and it impels (the individual soul) as 
(its) limited agency. 2) Impure knowledge in the form of Fire illumines (it) as 
(its) limited capacity to know. 3) Maya in the form of Water is craving (for 
particular things), which is immersion (2/majjana) (into some object of desire) 
and the blockage (of the individual soul). 4) Earth, (here) characterized as Indra, 
is the power of attachment. These four powers sustain the individual soul 
(giving him life and maintaining his state). They sustain it in the centre 
(between the upper and lower levels, where it remains suspended) like king 
Trisanku (who could neither ascend to heaven after death nor return to earth). 
Otherwise, (if they were not to sustain it,) the consequence would be that it 
would belong to the plane of insentient (entities), or else, like the Supreme 
Lord, to the (plane of) the Sky of Consciousness.’ "' 


King Trisanku was sent to heaven by Visvamitra’s yogic power, but 
Indra did not accept him and so he expelled him from heaven, but Visvamitra 
sustained him, so he remained suspended in the sky. The condition of the 
individual soul is similar. He can neither become Lord Siva nor the objective 
world. He is in the middle between subjectivity and objectivity and is a 
combination of both because of these four energies: kala, vidya, raga, and 
maya."* 

According to the PT, they sustain the individual soul in a condition 
between the Pure and Impure reality levels. His condition is said to be like that 
of the king Trisanku, who was sent to heaven by Visvamitra when he died, but 
was rejected by Indra who threw him back to earth, but, arrested in his descent 
by Visvamitra, remains suspended in the sky as the pole star." Indeed the 


(semivowels) beginning with Y and ending with V (i.e. Y, R, L and V) are called 
‘antahstha’ (‘abiding within’) in this way in all the texts." 

" yayvagnisalilendranam dharananam catustayam | PT Tab. 

1! 1) kala vayurüpà kiricit kartrtvena prerikà | 2) asuddhavidyà tejorüpà kiricijjiatvena 
prakàsikà ca | 3) mayà salilarüpà abhisvangarüpanimajjanàtmakastambhanasvabhàvà | 
4) indropalaksità prthiviriipa ragasaktih | tà etāś catasrah saktayah purusarn 
dhàürayanti madhye tri$ankuvad visramayanti, anyathà pāşāņādivat jadabhumim 
evapatet paramesvaravad và sarividgaganam evapatet | PTLV p. 4 

? Here only four kaficukas are mentioned, as this is in relation to the four letters Y, R , 
L and V. The two remaining kaficukas of kala and niyati are included in kala and raga, 
respectively. 

P See PTLv p. 7, which is p. 56 in Gnoli's translation. The same analogy is also found 
in the Paryantapaiicasikà v. 37 and MM p. 50. 
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manner these four functions is ambivalent. On the one hand, they restrain the 
unfolding of the soul's consciousness, and yet at the same time they also 
prevent it from degenerating further down to the level of insentience. 


The serial order in the Paratrisikavivarana is different. There, Abhinava 
says that ‘the semivowels) beginning with Y and ending with V correspond to 
the principles called Raga, Vidya, Kala and Maya." In one place in the PTv, $ 
to H is Mahamaya, Suddhavidya, Isvara, Sadasiva and Sakti. In another place in 
the PTv, where they are equated with the five Brahmas, they are listed as 
Suddhavidya, Iévara, Sadasiva, Sakti and Anasrita Siva. 


Relation of the Semivowels Y R L V to the Kaficukas 


" yadayo vakaranta raga-vidya-kala-mayakhyani tattvani PTv p. 98. 


to Chapter Nine 


(29 Vidya - Limited Knowledge) 
28 Rága - Attachment. 


26 Niyati - Necessity 


25 Purusa - Soul 


Appendix 
to Chapter Ten 


The Seven Perceivers 


From Earth to Nature (15 divisions) 


Own nature, Sakala - wakefulness 

Pralayákala - dream 

Mantras, Lords of Mantra, Great Lords of Mantras - the Fourth 
Siva- Beyond the Fourth 


From the Soul to Limited Agency (13 divisions) 


Own nature - wakefulness 

Pralayakala - dream 

Vijñānākala - deep sleep 

Mantras, Lords of Mantra, Great Lords of Mantras — the Fourth 
Siva — Beyond the Fourth 


Maya (11 divisions) 


Own nature - wakefulness 


Mantras, Lords of Mantra, Great Lords of Mantras — the Fourth 
Siva — Beyond the Fourth 


Pure Knowledge (9 divisions) 


Own nature - wakefulness 

Mantras — dream 

Lords of Mantra - deep sleep 

Great Lords of Mantras — the Fourth 
Siva — Beyond the Fourth 


I$vara (7 divisions) 


Own nature - wakefulness 

Lords of Mantra — dream 

Great Lords of Mantras — deep sleep 
Power - the Fourth 

Siva - Beyond the Fourth 
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Sadasiva (5 division) 


Own nature — wakefulness 

Power of Great Lords of Mantras — dream 
Great Lords of Mantras — deep sleep 
Power — the Fourth 

Siva — Beyond the Fourth 


Power (3 divisions) 


Own nature — wakefulness 

Power of action — dream 

Power of knowledge — deep sleep 
Power of will — the Fourth 

Siva — Beyond the Fourth 


Siva 


Power of action — wakefulness 

Power of knowledge — dream 

Power of will — Deep sleep 

Power of bliss — the Fourth 

Power of intelligence - Beyond the Fourth 


